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We unperstanp that the following are the subjects on 
which papers will be read at the forthcoming provincial 
meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, viz. :—Land 
Titles and Transfer of Land Generally ; Legal Educa- 
tion, and the relation between Barristers and Solicitors; 
Licences to assign and restraints upon the Transfer of 
Leasehold Property ; The Judicature Act and Rules; and 
the Remuneration of Solicitors. 














THE couRSE TAKEN by the Kent Quarter Sessions of 
excluding solicitors from audience before the County 
licensing Committee, is unfair to practitioners who have 
long been accustomed to appear in the class of cases 
which come before the committee, and is opposed to the 
general practice. We believe that, with very few excep- 
tions, the Licensing Committees admit both branches of 
the profession to support or oppose applications before 
them, and we are at a loss to understand on what grounds 
this rule has been departed from. It is impossible to 
deny that in many cases, by knowledge and experience, 
solicitors are specially qualified for the duties referred to ; 
they constantly appear at petty sessions to conduct cases 
of the same class before the very magistrates who sit on 
the Licensing Committee; why, then, should the public 
be deprived of the option of employing the less 
expensive. advocate? We are rather sorry to see the 
matter treated as a question between the two branches 
of the profession, for we do not believe that barristers 
grudge solicitors the right contended for. The real 
teason for the Kent rule is probably an idea in the magis- 
terial mind of keeping up the dignity of the court. 





Ir avrzanrs that the Bavarian lawyers have all declined 
to undertake the defence of Kullman, who is now await- 
ing his trial for attempting the life of Prince Bismarck, 
and that the court has had to assign counsel to the 
prisoner, If the laws of Bavaria as to the rights and 
liabilities of an advocate resemble those of Prussia, the 
Teason for this reluctance is not far to seek. In the 
latter country it is stated by a recent writer (“La pro- 
Session @avocat en Prusse,” par Varnberg) that the 
number of advocates is carefully limited, and that a 
member of the profession may not establish himself where 
he pleases, but the Government marks out his domicile, 
and changes it at pleasure, so that the lawyer (there is 
No separation of the “two branches” in Germany) who 
happens to offend the ruling powers, may find himself 
cut off from his connection without ceremony. This is 
nearly as bad as the rule in China, where, says Herr 
Varnberg, “?avocat recoit le bambou, dés qu'il se 

rge d'une mauvaise cause.’ In France, a brief 
must be refused in civil causes, according to the ad- 


_ Vocate’s opinion of the morality of the cause, but in 


matters the principle is widely different, the 
tule being that “common humanity requires that every 








accused person should be defended” (See Mollot, Regle, 
38; Jones’s History of the French Bar, p. 202). In 
Scotland, in 1794, several members of the bar refused to 
defend Gerrald upon his trial for sedition, but their 
conduct called forth the memorable comment both 
from the presiding judge and from Henry Erskine 
that “no gentleman ought to refuse to defend 
a panel, whatever be the nature of his crime.” 
With us the well-known theoretical rule that no brief is 
to be refused is only tempered in practice by the qualifi- 
cation that the advocate must first be satisfied with the 
fee. The ancient oath of the serjeant-at-law (see Mirror, 
c. 2, 8. 5) thathe would not defend a cause that was un- 
just to his knowledge (which is still required of advocates 
in Spain), was applicable only to civil causes, for it is only 
in comparatively recent times (6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 114) that 
counsel was allowed to a prisoner except on matter of 
law. In civil practice there are, of course, numerous in- 
stances, of which the Smyth case, in 1853, is the best 
known, of counsel throwing up their briefs in the case of 
detected fraud, but in criminal prosecutions the practice 
of English lawyers has been in accordance with the 
principles laid down by Lord Erskine in his defeneo 
of Paine, and we do not recall an instance of refusal 
to undertake the defence of a prisoner, or a formal 
withdrawal from further defence, except Dr. Kenealy’s 
withdrawal from the defence of the Fenian con- 
spirators in 1867. To be afraid of the Crown or any 
one else in undertaking what is understood to be ordinary 
professional duty may seem ridiculous in England at the 
present day, but there may come times when the fear.of 
public opinion may prejudice the defence of an unpopular 
criminal; and if ever the rules of the English bar should 
come to be thrown into a binding shape, as those of the 
French bar are, this should be one of the first —“ that 
no advocate may refuse to defend a prisoner, 6n account 
of the nature of his crime.” 





THERE COULD HARDLY BE @ better illustration of the re- 
mark we made last week upon the general ignorance of 
lessees as to the nature and extent of their obli- 
gations under the covenant to repair than a letter which 
appeared in the Times of Tuesday last. The writer, on 
behalf of a“ host of sufferers,” craves an opinion upon the 
question whether the ordinary covenant to repair “ ex- 
tends to making good a destruction to the freeholder’s or 
lessor’s property from an occurrence the occupying 
tenant or lessee is in no way responsible for. Suppose,” 
he continues, “any of the houses had been entirely 
blown down, surely such a covenant could not have com- 
pelled a lessee or tenant to rebuild.” It may surprise 
the writer to learn that the doctrine he deems so 
unreasonable has been part of our law for at least 500 
years. A case in Brooke’s Abridgment (Covenant, pl. 4) ; 
apparently cited from the rolls of the Court, shows that 
in the 40th Edward 3 the rule that a covenant to repair 
binds the tenant to rebuild in case of the destruction of 
the premises was. already adopted. The well-known de- 
cision in Paradine v. Jane (Aleyn, 26), in the reign of 
Charles I., placed the rule upon the basis of the principle 
that “ where the law enacts a duty or charge, and the party 
is disabled to perform it without any default in him 
and hath no remedy over, there the law will excuse him 
. « « but when the party by his own contract creates a 
duty or charge upon himself, he is bound to make it good, 
if he may, notwithstanding any accidental or inevitable 
necessity; because he might have provided for it in his 
contract, and therefore if the lessee covenant to repair 
a house, though it be burned by lightning or thrown 
down by enemies, yet he ought to repair it.” By the 
middle of the last century the doctrine seems to have been 
regarded as unassailable; for Lord Kenyon tells us that 
when the great fire ocourred at Lincoln's Inn in 1754, Mr, 
Wilbraham, whose chambers were burned down, found it 
necessary, after taking the opinion of his brethren, to 
fulfil his covenant to repair by rebuilding them. Forty 
years later the rule was finally settled by two cases (Bui. 
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lock v. Dommitt, 6 T: R. 650 ; Brecknock Company v. Prit- 
chard, Ib. 750), in the first of which the lessee of a house, 
who had covenanted to repair, was held liable to rebuild 
in case of gccidental fire, and in the second a person 
who had covenanted to keep a bridge in repair for a cer- 
tain time was held bound to rebuild the bridge when it 
had been destroyed by an extraordinary flood. But 
though the rule has: been so long established it has 
seldom come before the public notice. Itis to be hoped 
that one result of the recent calamity may be to diffuse 
among the public at large the knowledge, that in sign- 
ing a lease with a covenant to repair and keep in repair, 
not containing an express exception of damage by fire 
or other casualty, the lessee becomes in fact an ins urer 
of the demised premises. 





THE VERY WIDE EXPRESSIONS used in the 72nd section 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, for the purpose of defining 
the jurisdiction of the Courts of Bankruptcy have long 
ago led to the usual results of wide expressions when 
employed in Acts of Parliament. It was inevitable that 
judges finding a section which purported to give their 
courts “ full power to decide all questions of priorities, 
and all other questions whatsoever, whether of law or 
fact, arising in any case of bankruptcy coming within 
the cognisance of such court, or which the court might 
deem it expedient or necessary to decide for the purpose 
of doing complete justice or making a complete distri- 
bution of property in any such case,” should forthwith 
proceed to decide all kinds of questions against all kinds 
of people, so long as in some way or other the questions 

_ affected the rights of the creditors or other parties to a 
bankruptcy. A careful consideration of the words of the 
section, in which it is to be observed that the phrase 
“ all other questions whatsoever ” follows the description 
of a class of cases in which both persons interested are 
creditors, and therefore parties to the bankruptcy—viz., 
“‘questions of priorities,” and the impossibility of sup- 
posing that the Legislature intended to hand over to the 
Courts of Bankruptcy the exclusive decision, as against 
complete strangers to the bankruptcy, of all questions 
arising out of perhaps long priordealings with the bankrupt, 
soon gave rise to judicial observations and decisions tending 
to a restriction of the questions within the cognisance of 
the bankruptcy courts to questions between the parties to 
bankruptcies—that is to say, between the trustee, the 
bankrupt, and the creditors. This was the substance of the 
view expressed by Lord Selborne in Ellis v. Silber (21 
W.R. 346, L. RB. 8 Ch. 83), and taken in connection with 
the fact that third parties may so mix themselves up 
with the bankruptcy as to bring themselves by their own 
acts under the administration in bankruptcy (see the re- 
marks of Lord Selborne in Ellis v. Silber as to the case 
of Ex parte Anderson, 18 W. R. 715, L. R. 5 Ch. 473), it 


is no doubt the principle which ought to guide the court 


in deciding on the limits of its own jurisdiction. The 
question as to what acts will bring a man not a party to 
the bankruptcy within the jurisdiction of the bankruptcy 
court is one, of course, to be decided in each particular 
case. In the case of Ex parte Love, which will be found 
reported in another column, the learned judge of the 
Huddersfield County Court has recently decided that if 
a man mala fide and with notice of an act of bankruptcy 
takes a conveyance of the bankrupt’s estate, he brings 
himself within the jurisdiction of the court, and conse- 
quently that the court can set aside the conveyance. 
We do not altogether agree with the learned judge’s re- 
mark that the statute was framed with the view to give 
to the trustee in all cases in which there have been deal- 
ings by third parties with the bankrupt’s estate after the 
bankruptcy, a remedy to recover back the property of the 
bankrupt. His Honour seems w us to come nearer to 
the true principle when he goes on to say that, under the 
circumstances of the case, the possession of the property 
by the third person “ makes him a party to the bank- 
ruptcy proceedings in this sense, that he can only hold 
the property if, at all, as a trustee for the creditors,” 









————== 

Tux RicuT oP ENTRY by constables upon “ licengeg 
premises,” which gave rise to much angry di 
while the Licensing Bill was passing through the Hongy 
of Commons, has recently been questioned in a : 
which was little expected. A “ wine and spirit merchant” 
was summoned for refusing to admit the police, 
that the defendant held an excise licence only, and the 
right of entry was given in the case of premises licengeq’ 
by justices. Replication, that if the defendant had not 
a justice’s licence he ought to have had, citing section 
69 of the Licensing Act, 1872, and therefore was liable 
for sale without licence, under section 3. Dem 
that the information was not under section 3, ang 
rejoinder that defendant was protected by section 78, 
Judgment for the defendant on all points. 
to cite the various sections at length. The decision ap. 
pears to be correct, but it is odd that it seems to hare 
escaped the notice of all parties that the 35th section of 
the Licensing Act, 1872, upon which the informatiog 
appears to have been laid, is repealed, and is superseded 
by the 16th section of the Licensing Act, 1874, which 
contains indeed the same words, “ licensed premises,” but 
re-enacts the provisions of the 35th section of the Actof 
1872 with the qualification that a constable may enter 
the licensed premises for the purpose of preventing o 
detecting the violation of any of the provisions of the 
Acts of 1872 and 1874, which it is his duty to enforce, 








PAYMENT OF INTEREST ON THE WINDING UP 
OF A JOINT STOCK COMPANY. 


The Companies Acts are silent on the subject of when 
and how and to what amount, if any, interest is to be 
allowed on the debts of a company in its winding wp, 
The only provision on the subject is that contained in 
the 26th rule of the general order of November, 1862, 
Under that rule interest on such debts as shall be 
allowed is to be computed, as to such of them as cany 
interest, after the rate they respectively carry; and 
creditors whose debts do not carry interest are tobe 
entitled to interest at four per cent. per annum, from the 
date of the winding-up order out of any assets which 
may remain after satisfying the costs of the winding up, 
the debts and ‘claims established, and the interest of such 
debts and claims as by law carry interest. It would 
probably not now be questioned that this rule is ultra 
vires, and unauthorised by the Act. Doubts were ex- 
pressed upon the validity of the rule, first by Lord West- 
bury in Re Hatfield Cask Company (11 W. R. 971) and 
then by the Master of the Rolls in Re Herefordshire 
Banking Company (15 W. R. 1056, L. R. 4 Eq. 250). 
The latter is a direct decision that the rule is invalid, 
In the later case of Re Hast of England Banking Com- 
pany (17 W. R. 18, L. R. 4 Ch. 1419), Lord Cairns did 
not do more than give an opinion on the subject, but 
that opinion was expressly given with a view to putting 
an end to any doubt on the point, and the dictwm was 
adverse to the validity of the rule. Lord Cairns there 
pointed out that the Act contemplates only calls for 
payment of debts legally due, and that the Court of 
Chancery is not armed with power to burden the con- 
tributories with anything beyond. 


merits. 

As regards a voluntary winding up, it is settled that 
not only will interest on debts carrying interest continue 
to run notwithstanding the voluntary winding up, but 
also that where the right to interest depends upon di 
having been made for payment, a demand addressed to 
the liquidator is, in such a case, sufficient to support it, 
(Re Kast of England Banking Company, 17 W. B. 18) 
L. R.4 Ch. 14). The practical working of this rule is 
that when a dividend is payable, the amount on which it 
is to be paid is the amount of principal and interest cal- 


culated up to the time when the dividend is paid, and 


not the amount of the debt due at the commencement 
the winding up. 


We forbear 


The question musé. 
therefore be examined independently and on its own | 


"WV 
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Tn compulsory windings up the rule is different. There 
the amount due at the commencement of the winding up, 
that is to say, the amount for which the creditor proves, 
js the amount on which the dividends are in the first in- 
stance paid (Warrant Finance Company's case, Re 
Humber Iron. Works Company (No. 1), 17 W. R. 780, 
LB. 4Ch. 643), and should the company prove insolvent, 
that is, unable to pay the amounts proved in full, no 
distinction is drawn between debts carrying interest, 
and debts not carrying interest. Should there, 
however, be a surplus after satisfying all the debts proved, 
the position of creditors whose debts carry interest is 
more favourable than that of the other creditors. The 
former are remitted to their rights under their contract, 
that is to say, they are now entitled to claim payment, out 
of the surplus, of interest on the principal amounts from 
time to time due to them, having regard to the dividends 
paid tothem. The rule for ascertaining the principal 
amounts so due is the ordinary rule applicable to the 
payment by instalments of debts bearing interest, that is 
to say, each dividend paid is considered as paying off 
first the interest due, and second reducing the principal. 
The justice of this rule as between the creditors 
and the contributories cannot be questioned; but 
when we come to consider the position of the 
creditors whose debts do not carry interest we shall 
find that they are not treated with equal fairness. 
The 26th rule being invalid, they have not under its pro- 
visions any right to interest; they are by the Act stayed 
from recovering judgment ; and it appears very doubtful 
whether they can by demand acquire under 3 & 4 Will. 
4, c, 42, any right to interest by way of damages. We 
have seen that in the case of voluntary winding-up, Re 
East of England Banking Company (17 W. R. 18, L. R. 
40h. 14) is an authority that a demand from the liqui- 
dator isa demand such as will give a right to interest ac- 
cording to the law of merchants. But it was said by 
Lord Romilly in Re Herefordshire Banking Company (15 
W. BR. 1056, L. R. 4 Eq. 250, 253) where the winding 
up wascompulsory, that a claim sent in under the wind- 
ing up does not amount to a demand within the 3 & 4 
Will. 4, c. 42, because not made upon the person liable 
to pay. If this be so, it would appear thatin the com- 
pulsory winding up of a solvent company simple contract 
creditors are left without interest and without the power 
to obtain a right to it. 


Upon the application of the rule in Kellock’s case (16 
W. R. 919, L. R. 3 Ch. 769), in combination with the 
rule thus adopted with respect to the right to interest, 
more than one case has been decided, and uniformly 
in favour of that advantage to the creditor who 
holds security for his debt, which was established by 
Kellock’s case. Thus in Re Joint Stock Discount Company, 
Warrant Finance Company's case, No. 1 (18 W.R. 102, 
L.R. 5 Ch. 86), the creditor, having a right of proof in 
respect of the same debt against the estates of two com- 
panies, was held entitled to continue to receive dividends 
from both estates on the whole amount of his claim, until 
the full amount of his debt and interest had been satisfied. 
And in Re Humber Ironworks Company, Warrant Finance 
Company's case No.2 (18 W. R. 154, L. R. 5 Ch. 88), 
the principle of the last case was considered to be none 
the less applicable because the security was on part of 
the estate of the company, or because it was vested in 
trustees on behalf of the creditors and the company. In 
one more case affecting the same company—namely, 
Re Joint Stock Discount Company, Warrant Finance 
Company's case, No. 2 (18 W. R. 961, L. R. 10 Eq. 11), 
it was sought to establish that in working out the right 
to receive dividends above referred to, in the matter of 
these companies, dividends paid by the indorsers of the 
bills on which the proof was made were to be treated as 
applied throughout in payment of principal only, and 

Vidends paid by the acceptors in payment first of 
interest and afterwards of principal, but against this 
contention, ‘too, the right of the secured creditor pre- 
vailed. The Master of the Rolls refused to make any 





appropriation of the several dividends in the manner 
suggested, and declined to deprive the creditor of his 
securities until principal, interest, and costs had been 
paid in full. 








RECENT DECISIONS IN PRIVATE INTER- 
NATIONAL LAW. 
IV. 

(7.) The enforcement of foreign judgments depends 
in general upon different principles from those which 
determine questions as to the competence of tribunals 
to entertain suits against foreigners, though it is evident 
that in one important particular it will depend upon the 
views entertained on the latter subject. 

From a case reported at p. 93 we learn that the Italian 
law knows a summary proceeding called Giudizio di 
Delibazione, by which, without the necessity for a new 
action, one who has recovered a judgment in a foreign 
court is entitled, on citing the defendant before the 
Italian Court of Appeal, to have the foreign judgment 
declared executory on proving, (1) that it has been pro- 
nounced byacompetent tribunal ; (2) that the parties were 
duly cited; (3) that the parties have been legally repre- 
sented or made default in appearance; (4) that the 
judgment does not contain anything contrary to public 
order or public right. In the case referred to it was 
held that the judgment sought to be put in execution 
must be still in force according to the law of the country 
where it was pronounced (the contrary of which would 
indeed be absurd), and accordingly the Italian 
exequatur was refused to a French judgment obtained 
by default, after the expiration of the six months 
within which, by French law, such a judgment must be 
executed. 

Two other cases from Italy illustrate the more difficult 
questions which may arise when the original validity of 
the foreign judgment is called in question. In the one 
(p. 138) it was decided (at Milan) that the above men- 
tioned conditions being satisfied, the court would not 
examine. into the validity of the judgment of a French 
court depending on the French provisional law on bills 
of exchange, which we have referred to at length in a 
former article, and by which the defendant contended 
he, as a foreigner to France, was not bound. In this 
case, where the defendant had appeared in the French 
court, and had unsuccessfully appealed against its deci- 
sion, an English court would equally have refused to 
examine into the merits of the foreign judgment, even 
though the errors were apparent (Dent v. Smith, 17 
W. R. 646, L. R. 4 Q. B. 414; Messina v. Petrococchino, 
20 W. R. 451, L. R. 4 P. C. 144; and Godard v. Gray, 
19 W. R. 348, L. R. 6 Q. B. 139). Fraud in obtaining 
the judgment would be subject to different considerations 
(Ochsenbein v. Papelier, 21 W. R. 516, L. R. 8 Ch. 695), 
and perversity might also afford an answer (see Simpson 
v. Fogo, 1 J. & H. 18, 1 H. & M. 195, and the observa- 
tions in Godard v. Gray); but neither of these grounds 
of defence was here alleged. From the statement of the 
Italian law given above, and the expressions of the judg- 
ment, it would seem doubtful whether either of them 
would be entertained on an applicatiop for a Giudizio 
di Delibazione. 

On the other hand, the question of the competence of 
the tribunal is by the above rule expressly (and neces- 
sarily) to be inquired into; and from the article from 
Italy we have before referred to (p. 177) it appears that 
the Italian tribunals consistently refuse their exequatur 
to French judgments in default pronounced in pursuance 
of the “ exorbitant” claim of French tribunals to enter- 
tain all suits in which a Frenchman is plaintiff, without 
regard to the domicile of the defendant or the place of 
the contract. English courts, as we have pointed out, 
would do the like. 

(8.) It is a somewhat similar question, how far effect 
will be given to a foreign bankruptcy. 

In Belgium it appears (p, 137) that bankruptcy law is 
recognised as belonging to the “personal statutes” of 
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the debtor, and that accordingly a discharge in the 
country of the foreign debtor's domicile operates as a 
discharge in Belgium, as against Belgian creditors. In 
the case in question it does not appear where the debt 
was contracted, but, according to this view, it would be 
immaterial. This view coincides in principle with 
that taken by the Swiss Court in the case referred to ina 
former article (ante, p. 912). 

On the other hand, the Imperial German Court refuse 
the application of this principle, and in a case where a 
Hamburg merchant raised to a suit by a Prussian 
creditor the defence of a discharge under a bankruptcy 
in Hamburg, they held (p. 132), reversing the decision of 
the court below, that the defence could not be sustained ; 
that by Prussian law the price of goods sold is payable at 
the domicile of the seller, and that there was nothing to 
show that the seller consented to submit to the law of 
Hamburg in respect of the transaction; and they ex- 
pressly repudiate the principle that it depends on the 
domicile of the debtor, observing that if this were so, it 
would equally apply if the debtor had removed from 
Hamburg to a new domicile, and had been there declared 
bankrupt. 

The English law appears to correspond more nearly to 
the German than to the Belgian view. In Smith v. 
Buchanan (1 East 6) and several other cases, it has been 
held that a foreign bankruptcy only discharges debts in- 
curred in the country where the bankruptcy takes place, 
or due to a subject of that country (see also Folliot v. 
Ogden, 1 H. Bl. 123; and see EHilis v. M’ Henry, 19 
W. R. 503, L. R. 6 C. P. 228, and the comment on that 
case, 15 8. J. 504). 

The same court, however (the Imperial German Court), 
concedes to the representatives of a foreign bankruptcy 
a fair and reasonable locus standi. Prussian legislation 
had already imposed on the judge within whose jurisdic- 
tion property of the foreign debtor was, the duty of open- 
ing, on the application of his creditors, a special bank- 
ruptey in respect of that property, and of paying over 


the balance of the estate (after satisfaction, apparently, of 
the home creditors) to the representative of the foreign 


bankruptcy. In accordance with the same principle, the 
court, in the case cited (p. 129), allowed the trustee in an 
English bankruptcy to question a judgment obtained 
against the bankrupt by default in Prussia (see the 
Prussian procedure as to suing foreigners, ante, p. 911) as 
acceptor of a bill of exchange, on the ground that the 
bill was not in fact accepted by the bankrupt. 

The English law also recognises the title of a foreign 
trustee in bankruptcy to receive the balance of a debtor's 
estate; (see cases cited in the note to Folliot v. Ogden, 1 
H. BL at p. 131; Re Davidson's trusts, 21 W. R. 452, L. 
R. 15 Eq, 383, disregarding In re Blithman, L. R. 2 Eq. 

3; see also the observations in Re O’ Reardon, L. R. 
9 Ch. 74). 
~~(9.) On the question of authority, it has been held by 
the Imperial German Court that the authority of a person 
to sue, as a representative of a foreign company, a 
member of that company in Germany, depends, in the 
first place, on the agreement of partnership, and in the 
second, on thelaw of thecompany’s domicile. We imagine 
it is not intended by this that the agreement is to take a 
superior place to the law of the domicile, but that both 
are to be looked at together; and the decision, so taken, 
seems unimpeachable. 

It was also held in the same court, that the authority 
in Germany of the traveller of a French house to bind his 
principal by giving time to a debtor, was to be determined 
not bythe German law, which gives very extensive powers 
tosuch agents, but by the law of France. From the lan- 
guage of the judgment we gather that there was no proof 
what express authority was given to the agent; the ques- 
tion only was, whether it should be presumed that the 
principal intended him to have such powers as are given 
by the provieions of the French or of the German law. 
Tt was held that the former was the more probable inten- 
tion, and that no other could be presumed in fgwour of 





—= 
the defendant, who was bound to inform himself of the. 
extent of the agent’s authority. On this line of reason, 
ing no other conclusion is possible, nor could any other, 
we think, be reached except on a very strained and arbj, 
trary application of the doctrine of ostensible agenoy, 
which is a doctrine thoroughly sound in principle, buy 
we believe of English growth, and not equally admitted 
in foreign jurisprudence. 








LEGISLATION OF THE YEAR, 
Vs 
Ratine. 
Car. LIV.—An Act to amend the Law respecting the 
Liability and Valuation of certain Property for the 
purpose of Rates. 


This Act makes rateable to all local rates (section 10), 
lands occupied by plantations or wouds. The provisions 
of the Act of Elizabeth (43 Eliz. c. 2), relating to the 
rating of lands used for the growth of saleable under. 
woods are repealed (section 14) and rules are laid down 
for estimating the gross and rateable value of these 
kinds of property (section 4). Tenants under leases 
made before the commencement of the Act, are empowered 
(section 5) during the continuance of such leases to deduct 
from their rent any rates paid by them in respect of any 
increase of rateable value under the valuation made in 
accordance with the Act. 

Rights of sporting, when severed from the occupation 
of the land and made simply incorporeal and in gross, 
have not hitherto been assessable. “ It may be expedient” 
said Cockburn, O.J., in Hilton and Walkerfield v. Bowes 
(14 W. R. 368, L. R. 1 Q. B. 359), “that the Legislature 
should have interfered and provided that a right the 
severance of which from the soil decreases the rateable- 
value of the soil, should be itself rateable, but it is not 
for us to legislate.” The hint has been taken, and the 
present Act renders rights of sporting, when severed 
from the occupation of the land, rateable. Where the 
owner of the right receives rent for the land but dow 
not let the right, the gross and rateable value of the land 
are to be estimated as if the right were not severed, but 
in case the rateable value of the land is thus increased, 
the occupier of the land (in the absence of speeific con- 
tract to pay the increased rate), may deduct from his rent 
the portion of any local rate paid in respect of such 
increase. If the right severed from the occupation of the 
land is let, either the owner or lessee: may be rated, but- 
in other cases the owner of the right, when severed from 
the occupation of the land, may be rated as the cccupier 
8. 6), 

The most important change made by the Act is the 
provision relating to mines. ‘The Act of Elizabeth 
mentions only coal-mines, and it was decided at an early 
period that the occupiers of other mines could not be 
rated in respect of them (Lead Company v. Richardson, 
3 Burr. 1341, Rew v. Cunningham, 5 East, 478; deci~ 
sions which the House of Lords, in Morgan v. Crawshay 
20 W. R. 554,L. R. 5 H. L, 304, declined to over- 
rule), nor the owners in respect of a moncy rent (ex v. 
Bishop of Rochester, 12 Kast, 353), but owners who 
received dues or royalties in kind were held liable to be 
rated in respect of them (owls v. Gills, Cowp. 451)» 
Mines of which the royalties and dues are wholly re- 
served in kind (section 13), and coal-mines, are not 
affected by the present Act, but, by sections 3 and 10,. 
mines of every kind not mentioned in the Act of Eliaa- 
beth are made rateable to all local rates. The gross 
value of a tin, lead, or copper mine occupied under & 
lease without fine on a reservation of dues or rent, is to be 
the annual amount of the whole of the dues in addition to 
the annual amount of fixed rent reserved, ‘The rateable 
annual value is to be the same as the gross value, excep6 
that the average annual cost of repairs, insurance, 
and other expenses for which the person receiving” 
the rent is liable, is to be deducted, In other case* 
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the gross and rateable annual value of the mine is 
be the annual amount of the dues, or dues and 
rent, at which the mine might be reasonably expected to 
let without fine on a lease of the ordinary duration, ac- 
cording to the usage of the country, if the tenant under- 
took to pay all tenants’ rates, taxes, and tithe rent-charge, 
and also the repairs, insurance, and other expenses 
necessary to maintain the mine in a state to command 
such annual amount of dues or dues and rent (s.7). 
Provision is made (section 8) for the deduction from 
their rent by tenants under existing leases of mines 
hitherto exempt from rating, during such leases, of a 
proportion of the rate paid by them, unless they have 
specifically contracted to pay the rate in the event of 
the abolition of such exception; and it is provided 
(section 9) that any payment of rate authorised to be 
deducted from rent shall be a good discharge for such 
amount of rent as is equal to the amount of such pay- 
ment, and may be recovered as an ordinary debt from the 
to whom the rent may be payable. The person 
receiving the rent is to have the same right of appeal 
with reference to the rate and the valuation of the 
hereditament in respect of which the rent is payable as 
if he were the occupier. 


Reat Property Limirarion. 


Car. LVIL.—An Act for the further Limitation of 
Actions and Suits relating to Real Property. 

As this Act is not to come into operation until the 1st 
of January, 1879, the public and the profession will have 
ample time, not only to make themselves familiar with 
its provisions, but also to forget them. We shall here 
give our readers a concise summary of the Act, on the 
assumptions, (1) that.the Act will not be repealed or al- 
tered during the next four years, (2) that our readers 
will live to see its coming into operation, (3) that they 
are anxious to know what the law of limitation will be 
-tather more than four years hence, and (5) that what 
they read about it now will be of use to them at that 
rather distant period. 

The present Act is to be read with the former Act on 
the subject (3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27), certain sections of 
which are to be repealed. We shall state the repeals as 
we proceed to mention the provisions of the Act. 

The first section of the new Act fixes twelve years as 
the period of limitation for making an entry or distress 
or bringing an action or suit for the recovery of lands or 
tents. This section is the same as the repealed 2nd sec- 
tion of the old Act, except that in the latter twenty 
years was the period fixed. 

With respect to the time at which the right to make 
an entry or distress or bring an action or suit shall be 
deemed to have first accrued, the present Act does not 
appear to alter the provisions of the former Act, except 
a relates to rights in respect of estates or interests in 
reversion or remainder, or other future estates or interests. 
With regard to these, the repealed section 5 of the old 
Act, fixing the time as the date at which the estate falls 
into possession, is practically re-enacted, and it is then 
Provided that if the person entitled to the last preceding 
eatate was out of possession, the period of limitation shall 
be the longer of the two following periods—viz., twelve 
Years from the time when the person out of possession 
fitst had a right of entry, or six years from the time 
when his successor’s estate became vested in possession. 
If the remainderman or reversioner is barred, all persons 

subsequent estates under instruments taking 
coe after he became entitled to enter, are to be barred 


The 16th section of the old Act, which provided that 
the case of persons under disability ten years should 
be allowed from the termination of their disability or 
death, is repealed; and instead thereof section 3 of the 
new Act provides that six years shall be the period 
in such cases. The disability arising from absence 

d seas is omitted from this section; and, to avoid 

all doubt, section 4 expressly enacts that the time limited 





for making entries, &c., shall in no case be extended by 
reason of absence beyond seas. ; 

The extreme period of limitation is to be thirty years 
instead of forty years (section 5). For this purpose sec- 
tion 17 of the old Act is repealed. 

In case of possession under an assurance by tenant in 
tail which shall not bar the remainders, they are to be 
barred at the end of twelve years (instead of twenty 
years, as at present) after the period at which the assur- 
ance, if then executed, would have barred them. This 
change is effected by repealing the 23rd section of the 
former Act, and re-enacting it by the 6th section of the 
present Act, with the single change of “ twelve” for 
“ twenty.” 

Mortgagors are to be barred at the end of twelve 
instead of twenty years after the mortgagee took pos- 
session or the last written acknowledgment. Section 
28 of the old Act relating to this subject is repealed, 
and, with the necessary changes and one or two verbal 
amendments, is re-enacted by section 7 of the present 
Act. 

By section 8, which, except in the period of limita- 
tion, is in the same words as the repealed section 40 of 
the old Act, money charged upon land, and legacies, are 
in the absence of part payment or acknowledgment, to 
be deemed satisfied at the end of twelve instead of 
twenty years. 

The 18th section of the old Act, which provided for 
successive disabilities, is not repealed, but the consequen- 
tial substitutions of twelve years and six years for twenty 
years and ten years are made. 

The statute 7 Will. 4 and 1 Vict. c. 28, which declares 
that mortgagees may bring actions &c., to recover land 
at any time within twenty years after the last payment 
in respect of principal or interest, although more than 
twenty years have elapsed since the time at which the 
right to enter or bring an action first accrued, is to 
remain in full force, with the substitution of twelve years 
for twenty years. 

With respect to moneys or legacies payable out of land 
and secured by an express trust, and the recovery of 
arrears of rent or interest in respect of moneys or lega- 
cies so charged and secured, the period of limitation is to 
be the same as if there were no express trust. 

The Act throughout speaks of actions or suits, 
although, as legislation now stands, long before the Act 
comes into operation, there will be no such thing asa 
suit. 








We are informed that the occasion has been taken of 
the recent changes among the county court judges to re- 
arrange several of the circuits in the Midland counties, 
The Lord Chancellor has authorised the transfer of 


. Warwick, Shipston-on-Stour, Stow-on-the-Wold, and 


Chipping Norton from the Oxfordshire to the Warwick 
Circuit, presided over by Mr. Harington. The following 
places have been taken from Mr. Harington’s jurisdic- 
tion, and added to the Oxfordshire Circuit, of which Mr. 
W. H. Cooke, Q.C., has just been appointed judge— 
namely, Northampton, Wellingborough, Kettering, and 
Towcester. 

The registries of the Court of Probate and Divorce 
will, on and after Monday next (20th October), be 
transferred to the new offices on the south side of the 
quadrangle in Somerset House. 

At the Mid-Surrey Registration Court, the revising 
barrister complained of the defective state of the electoral 
roll of Kingswood, and a solicitor remarked that the 
Kingswood schoolmaster must be abroad. The overseer 
immediately corrected him with the observation, “ Why, 
I'm the schoolmaster.” 

The Commission appointed under the recent act of Con- 
gress to distribute the Geneva award to the American 
claimants is engaged in arranging rales of procedure, 
About 80 claims have thus far been fled. 
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RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 
‘VENDOR AND PurcHASER—STATUTE OF FRAvDs. 

Sale v. Lambert, M.R., 22 W. R. 478, L. R. 18 Eq. 1. 
Potter v. Duffield, M.R., 22 W. R. 585, L. R. 18 Eq. 9. 

In sales by auction of real estate the name of the 
vendor is frequently omitted from the particulars and 
conditions of sale. Having regard, however, to the autho- 
rities which require that in order to satisfy the Statute 
of Frauds, the written agreement for the sale of lands 
must specify both parties, “ either nominally or by a suffi- 
cient description” (Dart on Vendors &c., 4th ed. p. 202), 
and to the fact that on a sale by auction the agreement 
usually signed by the purchaser and auctioneer does not 
make any disclosure of who the vendor is, this is a very 
dangerous practice, and one likely to give rise to many 
questions in suits for specific performance. Two of these 
questions were decided in the above-mentioned cases. 

In the first of these cases the Master of the Rolls held 
that the expression “the proprietor” was a sufficient 
description of the vendor to satisfy the statute. In the 
second, the same learned judge held that the expression 
“the vendor” was not sufficient. To take the latter 
case first, we think that there can be little doubt that the 
decision is unimpeachable. The very fact of there being 

sale implies that there is some one selling; and whena 
man signs the usual memorandum acknowledging him- 
self “a purchaser,” he implies the existence of a vendor. 
The use of the term “ vendor” therefore in the particulars 
or conditions of sale does not import into them anything 
that was not there before, and the matter stands just as 
if there was no express reference to the seller in the whole 
transaction. 

The question whether the description of the vendor as 
being “ the proprietor ” ought to be held to be a sufficient 
description within the statute is rather more difficult. 
The learned judge said the question in the case was, 
“Can you find out from the memorandum who the vendor 
is?’ And he thought that the word “ proprietor” was an 
excellent description. Now with very great deference 
it appears to us that it can hardly be said that from the 
memorandum in the case youcould find out who the vendor 
was. All that the printed document showed was that 
the vendor either was, or claimed to be, the proprietor, or 
in other words, “the owner in fee.’”’ The identity of the 
person answering this description was as much a matter 
to be ascertained by parol evidence as that of the person 
described in Sale v. Lambert as “the vendor.” 

The learned judge did not think any authority 
was needed to support his view of the case; but he 
referred to Hood v. Lord Barrington (L. R. 6 Eq. 
218), as being in point. In that case the vendors 
were described as the executors of A. B., and this was 
held sufficient. But to describe a man as the executor 
ef another is as good and definite a description as to 
describe, say, a learned vendor as being the Master of the 
Rolls. The decision in Hood v. Lord Barrington will 
support the sufficiency of the description of proprietor, 
when there is a register of proprietors, and the vendor 
is described as the registered proprietor of the land. 
But to hold that at preeent the term proprietor is a 
sufficient description is to go far beyond the authorities, 
and tends to file down to a mere shadow the rule that 
both parties must be sufficiently described. If “ pro- 
prietor” is sufficient, then “theowner of a power ofsale” or 
“ the mortgagee” or “the trustee ” must also be sufficient. 
And it is difficult to see, if these terms are sufficient, why 
omissions or expressions from which these terms must be 
implied are not also sufficient. This would send the 
court roving over the conditions to extract a description 
of the parties to the contract, and would give rise to all 
kinds of subticties. The decision seems to us a concession 
t the popular manner of framing conditions—a manner 
persisted in notwithstanding the deliberate decisions of 
the courts as to the necessity of the contract containing a 
sufficient description of both the parties thereto, 





COMMON LAW. 
Lanpiorp AND Tgenant—Noricz To Reparr, 
Williams v. Williams, C. P., 22 W. R. 706. 


A. leased to B., who covenanted to repair. B. leaseq 
to C., who covenanted to repair generally, and to repaip 
after notice. A. gave B. notice to repair by leaving g 
notice on the premises. B. thereupon gave C. notice to 
repair, but, fearing the consequences of A.’s notice ex, 
piring without the repairs having been done, without 
waiting for his notice to C. to expire, went in and did the 
repairs himself. He then sought to recover the amount 
in an action against C., but failed, nor can we see how 
any other conclusion could have been arrived at. His 
right as against C. to go in and repair, and recover the 
amount under C.’s covenant to repair after notice, had 
never arisen, because that notice had not expired. He 
could not recover on the general covenant to 
anything but nominal damages (which it was conceded 
he was entitled to), because the breach had caused no 
injury to the reversion. If the breach had caused him 
to be ejected, and he had thus (as was the case in Davie 
v. Underwood, 6 W. R. 105, 2 H. & N. 570) lost his re. 
version, the case would have been altogether different, 
As it was, his act enured to C.’s benefit ; but this by it. 
self could not entitle him to recover the amount expended 
from C. in any shape, still less to recover it upon the 
covenants. Another observation may be made; thatit 
seems he must either have been guilty of a trespasg 
towards C., if he went in and repaired without his leave 
(which could hardly entitle him to sue C.), or that he 
did what he did by C.’s permission for his own benefit, 
from which it is not possible to infer a request from 0, 
to do it, though when done it benefited him. The case 
is not like that of assignor and assignee after the expia. 
tion of the term, asin Moule v. Garrett (20 W. R. 416, 
L. R. 7 Ex. 101), where both are liable to the same 
person for the same thing, but one is liable to indemnify 
the other in respect of it. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—DistrEss—NorICcE. 


Daniel v. Stepney, Ex. Ch., 22 W. R. 662, L. R. 9 
Ex. 185. 


In its present stage this case decides nothing. In the 
court below it was held that a power of distress could 
not be reserved over indeterminate lands which the 
lessee might at the time of the distress be possessed of 
(21 W. R. 17, L. R. 7 Ex. 327). But, although the fact 
certainly appeared in the pleadings, it was hardly touched 
upon in the argument, and not at all noticed in the 
judgment, that the plaintiffs, who sued in respect of 8 
distress made under the power, took the lands on which 
the distress was made, with notice of the burden. In 
the Exchequer Chamber the plaintiffs admitted that the 
notice bound them, and the judgment was reversed on 
this ground; so that the point on which the judgment 
below proceeded, and on which the rights of third 
persons taking without notice would depend, remains 
without decision. The Court of Error seemed, so far a6 
the discussion went, not to be agreed upon this point. 


= 


The Albany Law Journal says that Mr. Joseph H. 
Bradley, who was disbarred from tho Supreme Court of 
the district of Colambia during tho trial of John H. 
Surratt, in 1867, for alleged contempt of court, and who 
wasafterwards charged with sending a threatening message 
to the justice holding that court (Judge Fisher), was 
recently restored to the list of attornoys, on the motion 
Thomas J. Darant. In granting the motion, Chief Justice 
Carter said the court had been informally advised of this 
motion, and they had unanimously agreed to grant it. 
They considered that whatever had passed had been abun- 
dantly stoned for, and they should’ welcome Mr. Bradley 
as ® member of the bar with pleasare, The court-room 
was filled by members of the bar, who with the greatest 
unanimity applauded the remarks of the court, 

g sthered round Mr, Bradley to congratalate him. 
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NOTES. 


The 4th section of the Indian Succession Act, 1865, pro- 
vides that no person by marriage acquire any interest 
in the property of the person whom he or she marries, or 
become incapable of doing any act in respect of his or her 
own property which he or she could have done if unmar- 
ried. This provision, however, is of comparatively small 
operation because, first, it does.not apply to Hindoos, 

chammedans, Buddhists, Sikhs or Jainas; secondly, it 
only applies in the case of other persons where either the 
husband or wife or both is or are domiciled in British India, 
and third, it does not apply in the case of marriages con- 
tracted before the Ist of January, 1866. In February last 
was passed the Indian Married Women’s Property Act, 
1874, which is not to apply to married women who, or 
whose husbands, are Hindoos, Mohammedans, Buddhists, 
Sikhs, or Jainas. This Act contains provisions analogous 
to those of the English Act of 1870 on the same object, in- 
cluding one that a husband married after the 31st December, 
1865, shall not be liable for the ante-nuptial debts’ of his 
wife, but the wife and her separate property shall be liable 
for the same, and also a provision that if a contract is en- 
tered into with a woman married either before or since the 31st 
of December, 1865, with reference to oron faith of her 
separate property, she is liable to be sued upon such contract, 
and to have the same satisfied out of her separate property 
to the extent thereof, as if she were sole. These aati 
lative provisions came under the consideration of the 

igh Court of Calcutta in a recent case in which the 
following was the question:—An Armenian woman 
was married in 1868, and on her marriage a consider- 
able sum of money was settled upon her for her sepa- 
rate use without power of anticipation. She subse- 
quently, but before the passing of the Act of 1874, 
joined with her husband in two promissory notes, A 
suit was brought to recover payment of these notes out of 
her separate property. Mr. Justice Pontifex dismissed the 
suit, and the plaintiff appealed. The appeal was heard by 
the chief justice of Calcutta, Sir R. Couch, and Mr. Justice 
Macpherson, who dismissed the appeal with costs. The 


judgment of the a Court was based upon the following 


principles ; they held that although the restraint upon anti- 
cipation arose upon the marriage, it was not created by the 
marriage, but by the settlement, and that it was not there- 
fore such an incapacity as was contemplated by the above- 
quoted provisions of the Indian Succession Act—in other 
words, that the provision in question does not render null 
and void a restraint upon anticipation in a marriage settle- 
ment. They went on, however, to say that in their opinion 
under the Indian Married Women’s Property Act of this 
Mee the separate property of a married woman would be 

ble for her debts even though she were restrained from 
anticipation ; in other words, that the last mentioned Act 
does render null and void the restraint upon anticipation. 
But they held that the provisions of this Act were not 
retrospective so as to apply to transactions before the Act 
came into operation, and that consequently the Act did not 
govern the case under notice. 


_- 


Mr. Grosham is indefatigable in calling attention to the 
condition of matters at Gray’s Inn. He sent to the Zines, 
4 fow days ago, the following very suggestive statement :— 

“The Honourable Society of Gray's Inn, 

Seventeen calls to tho bar in five years :— 


In 1870 .., | The annual income in 1855 reported by 


oe : the Royal Commissioners was £3,343 4 8 
. 5 


Lu,716 3 4 
In Easter and Trinity Torms no call. 
h barrister’s call has therefore cost £2,453 17s, 10d. 
Attorneys and their articled clerks are now excluded from 
tho Library and their othor ancient rights.” 


The law as to the manufacture‘and transport of explosive 
substances will no doubt engage the carly attention of 
Parliament noxt session, The existing statutory provisions 
(the germ of which is to bo found in & Geo. 1, o, 26, and 

Geo. 3, 0, 61) appear to be contained in five pablio 
Acts, three Gunpowder Acts, 1860, 1861, and 1862, the 
Carriage of Davgorous Goods Act, 1866, and fnally the 
Nitro-Glycerine Act, 1869, all of which, we hope, may be 





repealed, as well as the “ number of local and special Acta 
containing provisions upon this subject,’ and the whole 
body of legislation superseded by a consolidating statute. 
It is fortunate that the first step towards legislation—the 

Report of a Select Committee (June, 1874), has been 

already taken, so that a reasonable statute upon the sub- 
ject may be passed at once. The general conclusion of the 
committee was that ‘‘the law does not make adequate 
provision for the safety of the public.” The appendices to 
the report are especially interesting at the present time, 
particularly that one which gives the Government Rulea 

(pp. 287-299) among which we find as to transport “ smok- 
ing strictly prohibited, and any man found with a match 
immediately dismissed” (rule 142), ‘‘no fire on any ac- 
count to be allowed” (rule 143), “red flag to be kept 
flying” (rule 145). We must say that we see no reason 
why the Government Rules should not be imposed univer- 
sally in every case where an explosive substance above & 
certain small maximum is manufactured in or carried 
through any populous place. Another useful appendix to 

the report is that (pp. 304-306) which gives the foreign 
law on the subject, which is excessively stringent. Thus, 
in France, vehicles transporting powder must be “‘ es- 
corted,”’ and the local authorities must be warned of their 
approach, and in Sweden, vessels carrying powder must 
not approach a town without a previous report to the local 
authority. 

The Dublin correspondent of the Times describes an 
ingenious invention of Mr. Dillon, an official in the Regis- 
try of Deeds-Office, by which, through the agency of a 
mechanical index and the use of printing and photography, 
searches in that office are to be facilitated. The invention 
comprises the substitution of a simple mechanical index 
for the numerous books now in use, and the application of 
printing and photography in producing the transcripts or 
copies which are required. The index is placed in a 
wooden case about the height of an ordinary office desk, 
and consists of a roll of suitable paper, which is coiled round 
cylinders, which in the model are turned by handles at 
the side. There are two sets of rollers in the desk, the 
top of which is of glass, the one at the left hand being for 
the common searches, and the one at the right hand for 
negative searches. If a person wants to know whether 
there is a charge affecting the lands of a certain person, 
he turns the handle at the left-hand side, and in a minate 
brings up the particular letter under which is the name 
he wants. He then waits to see that there are no other 
charges than the one indicated, and he turns to the index 
to the lands, and turning the handle to the right, brings 
up the name of the county or city; and turning on, in @ 
few seconds finds the particular place, and there sees 
set out in print full information, such as under 
the present system he oould only obtain after 
perhaps months of searching; and if he desires a copy 
of it, or any number of copies, he can have them printed 
for him in a few minutes. It is proposed to use steam 
or some other motive power applicable to a number of the 
index cases contained in the Record Office. The names 
and all other particulars in each index are printed in 
legible characters, and it is caloulated that with the aid 
of ten printers an amount of work will be gone through 
which now costs nearly £4,000 a year. The total annual 
cost of the Registry of Deeds Olfice is £16,000. The 
rapidity of the registration will be understood when 
it is explained that instead of having the memorials com- 
pared and copied by writers, the deeds are photographed, 
the printer gets the plates as his copy, and the originals, 
instead of being left to be thumbed and mauled and torn 
by persons who havo to refer to them, are deposited at 
once in fire-proof safes. It appears that legislation will 
be necessary to make this wonderfal invention available in 
the office, but surely this will not be long delayed. 








A novel incident occurred in the Recorder's Court at 
Dublin on Saturday. A deputation of ladies waited upoa 
the Recorder, and presented a memorial against the ex- 
tonsion of licences. His Lordship discussed the sabject 
with them, and his views were oombated with great aui- 
mation by Mra, Edmonds, who spoke on behalf of the 
deputation. 
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SPECIAL CORRESPONDENCE. 
Tre New Rutzs, 


iil. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Continuing my observations on the proposed rules of 
practice, I come next to those as to joinder of causes of 
action. The following is Order XVI., rule 8:—‘‘If, on the 
hearing of such application, as in the last preceding rule 
mentioned, it shall appear to the court or a judge that the 
eauses of action are such as cannot all be conveniently dis- 
posed of in one action, the court or a judge may order any of 
such causes of action to be excluded, and may direct the 
statement of claim, or, if no statement of claim has been deli- 
vered, the copy of the writ of summons, and the indorse- 
ment of claim on the writ of summons,‘to be amended accord- 
ingly, and may make such order as to costs as may be just.” 

‘This rule seems contrary to rule 22 in the schedule to the 
Act, which is as follows :— 

“Subject to any rules of court, the plaintiff may unite in 
the same action and in the same statement of claim several 
eauses of action, but if it appear to the court or judge that 
any such causes of action cannot be conveniently tried or dis- 
posed of together, the court or judge may order separate 
trials of any such causes of action to be had, or may make 
such other order as may be necessary or expedient for the 
separate disposal thereof.” 

It is quite clear that, by the Aet, the present practice 
under the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, section 41, of 
making up separate records was intended to be adopted; 
but under Order XVI., rule 8, the judges are to ‘‘ exclude”’ 
causes of action—a very different thing. This may be of 
gerious consequence in many cases—for instance, where the 
Statute of Limitations has run, and the plaintiff cannot com- 
mence a fresh action. 

2. The wording of some of the rules seems rather careless. 
One instance is to be found in Order XVIIL, rule 4, by 
which every pleading is to be delivered between the parties, 
and marked onthe face with the date, &c., and the “ name 
and place of business of the solicitor and agent, if any,” &c., 
“or the name and address of the party delivering the same 
if he does not act by a solicitor.” Surely the words “ place of 
business of the solicitor,” and “address of the party” here 
referred to can only mean what they say when such place or 
address is within three miles of Temple Bar. Do they not 
mean here, as in all other cases, the ‘‘ address for service’’ ? 
(See Order IIL, rules 1 and 2). If so, therule should be 
altered. 

What is the meaning of the words “ apply at chambers,” 
in Order XXVIIL,rule4? Do they refer to the taking out, 
or the return, of the summons? As to discovery and inspec. 
tion, that rule provides that “Any party called upon to 
answer interrogatories may, within four days after service of 
the interrogatories, ‘apply at chambers’ to strike out any 
interrogatory, on the ground that it is scandalous or irrelevant, 
or is not put bond fide for the purposes of the action, or that 
the matter inquired after is not sufficiently material at that 
stage of the action, or on any other ground. And the judge, if 
satisfied that auy interrogatory is objectionable, may order it 
to be struck ont,” 

3. But a much more important question arises on this rule. 
Is it really meant that a judge, if satisfied that an interroga- 
tory is “objectionable,” may order it to be struck out ? 
There has long been a difference between the courts of equity 
and the courts of common law in the practice as to discovery, 
which rule 25, in the schedule to the Act, was supposed to 
set at rest by giving the fullest power of discovery. It is 
also well known that some common law judges hold very 
different views from others in the same branch of the profes- 
sion 28 to what are and what are not “ objectionable” inter- 
rogatories. Surely it would have been better to have followed 
the present chancery rules, and inflict penalties in the way of 
costs for cnnecessary interrogatories. “ Objectionable” is far 
too vague aterm, and discovery ought not to be measured 
according to the length of the judge's foot, 

4. As to interest on judgments in cases where the Court 
of Appeal bas given judgment in favour of the claimant un- 
suecesslul in the court below, when is the interest on the 
judgment to commence’? In justice it should commence 
when the judgment should have been given by the court below, 
but is there any rule which exprewly or impliedly effects this 
object? I can find none, and submit that there should be 
an express provision on the subject, 


5. Under Order L., rule 8, any party requiring a copy of 
an affidavit filed by any other party “shall” take an officg 
copy. This is a most mischievous and inconvenient rule, The 
practice hitherto followed both at common law and in chancery 
of the one party furnishing to the other copies of affidayj 
&c., has worked well and conveniently. It is almost, if not 
quite, impossible to get an office copy within forty-eight hours 
from the time of application, whereas a copy can generally be 
obtained within a very few hours from the party filing the 
affidavit. The only possible objection to the present praoticg 
in chancery of furnishing copies upon a written demand op 
payment of a certain sum per folio is, that unless the copj 
are paid for at the time they are very apt to be forgotten, but 
owing to a suggestion made by the Law Society some timg 
ago, that all such copies should be paid for in cash, they arg 
nearly always dealt with in this way ; and even if they wer 
not, theenormous inconvenience to which the parties will be put 
from being compelled to take office copies when they ca 
get copies from the other side, would of itself be sufficient 
reason for not allowing the new rule tostand. If it isto 
stand, it will be impossible to carry on business at judgey 
chambers without the grossest injustice being perpetrated, 
As an illustration, I may mention that even now, it is not at 
all uncommon for a defendant, by way of embarrassing and 
obstructing a plaintiff, and making away with his (defen- 
dant’s) goods before the plaintiff cun get execution, to take 
out some really unfounded summons, the effect of which may 
be temporarily to stay execution. If the plaintiff in sucha 
case were bound to take office copies of the defendant's aff. 
davits and had to wait for them till he could get them from 
the office he would be in a worse position than at present, 
Moreover, the framers of the rules do not seem to be aware 
of the enormous and unnecessary outlay which the profession 
would have to make for office copies. The object of the Judi- 
cature Act is supposed to be to bring justice to the door of 
the subject, but making it expensive to obtain will not aidin 
effecting this object. 

6. I see no provision whatever in the new rules about 
costs. Are costs to be taxed, and if so, on what scale? 
Questions will arise, and unless some uniform scale is 
adopted there will be some extraordinary spectacles exhi- 
bited of proceedings being brought in the courts where they 
would be least expected. The plaintiff under the rules 
is to be at liberty to choose his own division of the court, 
subject to the power to transfer, which power is clogged with 
the consent of the president of the branch of the court t 
which the cause is to be transferred, and therefore applies to 
wholesale transfers more than to the transfers of individual 
causes. ‘This will make it difficult to get a cause trans 
ferred singly, and practitioners will in many cases commence 
actions in that branch of the court in which they will get 
best paid, if they think the taxation will be on the scale of 
that branch, although it may be very inconvenient to have 
them tried there. 

Some rules of conrt should be made declaring the practice 
under section 35 of the Act. 

There are many other points which arise but I feel I have 
already trespassed too much on your space, and the patience 
of your readers, My only excuse is a desire to see the new 
system as perfect as human skill and experience can make it, 

E. F, Burremer Harstox. 

1, Gresham-buildings, E.C. 

September 30, 1874. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Boox-Posr Packers. 

*,” With reference to the letter of “ A Firm of London 
Solicitors,” printed in our issue of Sept. 26 (ante, p. 892), 
complaining that the Post-office authorities had charged 
letter-postage rate on book-post packets containing old 
letters transmitted for use as evidence in legal proceed- 
ings, and that, in another instance, a deed haying an 
unsigned authority to receive some purchase-momey in- 
side it was also charged letter-postage, we have received 
4 communication from the Secretary of the General Post- 
office, stating that “ it has long since been decided, under 
the opinion of the Law Officers of the Crown, that original 
manuscript letters, of whatever date, cannot bo sent by 





post at levs than the letter rate of postage. 
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“As regards the deed referred to as having an un- 
signed authority inside it, I can only state, in the absence 
of more detailed information than is conveyed in your 
- correspondents letter, that, assuming that this written 
authority was in the form and of the nature of a letter, 


the packet in which it was enclosed would be liable to be 
treated as a letter.” ' 





Tue Prorosep GeneRAL Scuoot or Law. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
§mr,—While generally approving the objects of Lord 
Selborne’s Bill, as printed in your last impression, I may, 
rhaps, be permitted to draw attention to the qualification 
or membership proposed by section 2, a section which in its 
present form will assuredly, in my opinion, deprive the 
“scheme of much of the support solicitors would otherwise 
ive it, After defining the constitution of the governing 
‘ody, the section proposes to enact that all barristers of 
five years’ standing who are members of any one of the 
four = of Court shall be members of the proposed School. 
This provision, practically making all barristers of five 
ears’ standing members, is reasonable, and one naturally 
for an analogous provision with respect to solicitors. 
The section, it will be noticed, however, provides with 
respect to them, that “all sdlicitors who are members for 
the time being of the Incorporated Law Society,’ and who 
have been on the roll of the Courts not less than five years, 
shall be members of the proposed School ; that’ is to say, 
the Bill proposes to give the advantages of membership to 
every barrister of five years’ standing, but only to such 
‘solicitors (of the same standing) as may be members of the 
Incorporated Law Society. 

It must naturally be presumed that this additional 
qualification was inserted at the instance of the Law 
Society, but I am quite at a loss to understand with what 
object, unless it is intended to use the new School of Law 
asa means of obtaining members of the Society when the 
inducements offered by the latter itself failto doso. It 
cannet correctly be urged that the Society occupies the 
same position in regard toa solicitor as an Inn of Court 
does to a barrister, although the section would lead any one 
outside the profession to infer that the relations were 
similar. There are very few solicitors who would not 
protest against any assumption by the society of such a 
position. Its members constitute a comparatively small 
minority of our branch of the profession, and this would 
be sufficient to prove (if proof were wanted) that while its 
membership is quite unnecessary to the title of solicitors 
to practice, it gives them no additional status, offers them 
few advantages, and does not generally represent them as a 

y. 

I trust, therefore, that when Lord Selborne re-introduces 
his Bill, he will appreciate the expediency of admitting all 
solicitors of five years’ standing to membership, irrespective 
of the Incorporated Law Society. I am assured that in 
such case he will obtain from a large number of solicitors 
the support which they would not give to establish a 
School of Law, the advantages of which they cannot avail 
themselves of without being members of a distinct and 
independent society, which they do not wish tojoin, and 
= does not represent them. A Souicrror. 








RIGHT OF AUDIENCE OF SOLICITORS BEFORE 
THE LICENSING COMMITTEES, 
At last year’s October Quarter Sessions for the county of 
t, a rule was made which practically excluded solicitors 
from being heard on the application to confirm licenses 
under the Licensing Act of 1872. This rule naturally ex- 
cited great dissatisfaction among the solicitors of Kent, and 
it was resolved to request the sessions to rescind the rule. 
At the meeting of the Licensing Committee on Thursday 
week Mr. C, R. Gibson, solicitor, of Dartford, asked per- 
mission to address. a few words to the committee upon a 
question which was shortly to be argued before the Court 
_ OF Quarter Sessions, He — on behalf of some sixty 
solicitors in the county of Kent, to urge what they con- 
to be their right. 
The Chairman here remarked that they, asa committee, 
were bound down by the rules which had been mado at the 
Court referred to, and that it would not, therefore, be in 





their power to render any assistance in the matter now 
brought forward. 

‘ Mr. Gibson said this was not an application made on his 
own behalf alone. It concerned some sixty solicitors, and 
ke should be much obliged if the magistrates would kindly 
consent to hear what he had to say. If they declined to do 
so they would compel a course of action which he had no 
wish to take. Hesimply wished to address the court in 
furtherance of what he conceived to be a right, and he 
thought the court would surely listen to determine whether 
this conception of right was or was not well founded. 

The Chairman said that rules and regulations had been 
passed for their guidance, and they must, perforce, obey 
them. 

Mr. Gibson said he was there to dispute the jurisdiction 
of the court by which those rules had been made. Did he 
understand the magistrates to say that they really would 
not listen to him ? 

Mr. Ramsden said it was a matter to bring before the 
Court of Quarter Sessions, and not before the Licensing 
Committee. 

Mr. Gibson asked if the committee would look at the 
memorial which he held in his hand, 

Upon the Clerk of the Peace shaking his head in reply to 
this interrogation, Mr. Gibson remarked that they were 
unfortunate in him as applicants appearing before the court. 
He was a gentleman of the highest honeur, but he was a 
barrister, and bis sympathies were all one way—(laughter, 
in which the learned Clerk of the Peace very heartily 
joined). 

Mr. John Moncktcn, Town Clerk of Maidstone, said he 
would just make one remark without desiring a reply. 
This was not the court which made the order that had just 
been referred to, and it was simply for the committee to 
carry out such order. He must say, however, that he felt to 
be placed in a very painful position. After having for forty- 
nine years practised in that court, and after having only a 
few weeks ago supported and gained an application there 
before the Licensing Committee, it did seem a sacrifice of 
justice that he should now be compelled to place his appli- 
cations in the hands of a barrister who might possibly have 
been but newly called to the bar. 


The following is a copy of the petition mentioned 
above :— 

**To the Justices of Kent in Quarter Sessions assembled 
in October, 1874. 

Licensing Acts, 1872—4. 

We, the undersigned solicitors of the county of Kent, beg 
to submit tu your consideration the following reasons to 
ground the request that you will be pleased to rescind Rule 
6 made at the October Sessions, 1873, with reference to Con- 
firmation of Licences ; which Rile in effect wholly excludes 
solicitors from audience on the application of their clients 
for Confirmation of Licenses under the Act of 1872, or in 
opposition thereto, or that you will be pleased to amend the 
same in such manner as wil) displace this exclusion. 

And concurrently with such suggested alteration, we re- 
quest that such Rules may be made under the 32nd Section 
of the Act of 1874 as will permit solicitors to be heard on the 
application for orders, in reference to ‘ Pepulous Places,’ orto 
—— such applications. ; 

esiring to be as brief as is consistent with a fair state- 
ment of facts and reasons, we submit the following grounds 
for the suggested amendment :— 

1. The Rule now in operat‘on deprives the public who 
may be interested in such questions, of the professional aid 
which they, in a great majority of cases, would prefer to 
secure, in support of their views, namely, that of their own 
solicitors, with whom they are necessarily better acquainted, 
and as a fact better satisfied than with the assistance of 
counsel available at sessions, And we venture to suggest 
that such exclusion is not only hard and unreasonable, but 
is antagonistic to the spirit of the age in which we live. 

2. For time out of mind almost, solicitors have had 
audience, indiscriminately with barristers in Petty Ses- 
sions, before the same justices as coustitute the Licensing 
Committee. They have also, during nearly thirty years 
past, had the like audience before the county courts in 
England, dealing with cases requiring considerable legal 
akill and great experionce of the world, 

They are entitled as of right to appear as advocates 
before the Chief Judge in Baakruptey on a perfeotly equal 
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footing with counsel in matters the magnitude of which 
may rank with any Courts of Judicature in the Kingdom. 
Solicitors may also practise as advocates before the Courts 
of Parliament. And if more were needed on this head, 
we would refer you to the fact, specially applicable to the 
subject, that by the report of the Judicature Commission, 
with reference to public prosecutors, it is understood to be 
distinctly recommended that solicitors be allowed the 
right of audience at Quarter Sessions. Solicitors of the 
present day are, we venture to say, as a body, men of high 
intelligence and honour; they are compelled to undergo 
severe legal training and examination, and their position, 
with comparatively few exceptions (and these not larger 
than would equally apply to the Bar), is such as to entitle 
them to be ranked as gentlemen. We therefore think that 
they may fairly, and upon public grounds, prefer the 
claim they now make, not in their own personal interest 
alone, but that of the public also. 

3. The existing rule requires that an applicant should 
either apply personally, or employ counsel and attorney ; 
both or neither! We submit that sucha rule (so far as 
the same is applicable to the subject under consideration) 
is needlessly and unreasonably exclusive and prohibitive, 
and operates to the increase of expense, without securing 
any benefit whatever to the public, or any advantage to 
the administration of the law. 

4. Our object is not to speak with any want of respect 
or goodwill towards the bar. We fully acknowledge the 
ability and utility of counsel, and should regard it as a 
step in the wrong direction to exclude them any more than 
ourselves. But we feel it right also to say that for the 
most part the counsel ordinarily attending Sessions (ard 
more particularly the Licensing Committees) are very 
young men in their initiatory course; and the public are, 
by the exclusion of solicitors, needlessly and unreasonably 
deprived of more able assistance than is to be obtained by 
the existing rule. 

5. Lastly. We refer you to the fact that out of thirty 
county committees which have been applied to, to ascertain 
the practice on the subject, we find that with the exception 
of three counties (namely, Surrey, Kent, and Wiltshire), 
solicitors are entitled to audience indiscriminately with 
barristers, and, if desired, we will with pleasure submit to 
you the applications made and the replies thereto. 

For the foregoing reasons then we submit that it will be to 
the public advantage that solicitors should have audience in- 
discriminately with barristers; and that the rule in ques- 
tion, while it confers an undue advantage upon the bar, 
conveys an undeserved slur upon, and depreciation of, 
solicitess of this country, required neither by the law, by 
the public, nor by anything that should place them in a 
derogatory position, to which about nine-tenths of the 
justices of the kingdom are unwilling to subject those who 
advise them in the most important affairs of their lives. 


Alfred Russell, Dartford. 

Henry Scott, Dartford. 

C. R. Gibson, Dartford. 

Hayward and Co., Clerk to 
Justices, County Courts, 
&c., Dartford. 

Thomas Goodwin, Maidstone. 

Charles Pearson, Clerk to 
Justices, Gravesend, 

Thornas Edward Sharland, 
Town Clerk and Registrar 
of County Courts, Graves- 


end, 

E. A. Hilder, Coroner, 
Gravesend 

Edward W. Bewley, Graves- 
end. 

Chas. E. Hatten, Gravesend. 

Alfred Toiburst, Gravesend, 

George K. Essel), Clerk to 
Justices, Rochester. 

Etherington) = and 
Chatham. 

Charles 0, Stephenson, Ro- 
chester 


Mann, 


W. Webb Hayward, Clerk of 
Peace, &e., Solicitor, Ko- 
chester 





Richard Prall, Town Clerk, 
&e., Solicitor, Rochester. 

A. A. Arnold, Rochester, 

Humphrey Wood, Chatham. 

Adolphus F, W. Stephens, 
Chatham. 

George Winch, Clerk to Sti- 
cig Magistrate, Chat- 


m. 

W. Henry Bell, LL.B., Ro- 
chester. 

W. South Norton, Town- 
Malling and Maidstone. 

W. N. Ottaway, Maidstone. 

John Monckton, Town Clerk 
(49 years in practice) 

Herbert Monckton, Maid- 
stone. 

R. T. Tatham, Maidstone, 

Edward Hoar, Maidstone. 

tichard F, W. Beale, Maid- 
stone, 

J. W. Menpes, Maidstone, 

Frederick Scudamore, Clerk 
of the Peace and Under 
Sheriff, Maidstone. 

—, Arnold, Tunbridge 

€ * 


——————————== 

George Stenning, Tonbridge. 
Samuel Harris, Tonbri 
Alfred Weekes, Serene 
William oer Ho 

Registrar of County Co 

Sevenoaks. i 
E. Newman Knocker, Clerk 

to Justices, &c., Sevenoaks, 
T. W. Holcroft, Sevenoaks, 
John Bridges Nunn, Seven. 


John Brennan, Maidstone. 

W. C. Cripps, Registrar of 

County Court, Tunbridge 

Wells, 

Andrew and Cheale, Tun- f 

bridge Wells, 

Sidney Alex. Cheale, Tun- 

bridge Wells. 

Thomas Fox Simpson, Tun- 

bridge Wells. 

Frank William Stone, Tun- 

bridge Wells, Solicitor. 

James Rogers, Solicitor, Ton- 

bridge, Kent. 

George Palmer, Solicitor, Ton- 

bridge 

Thomas F. Walker, Clerk to 

Justices, &c., Tonbridge. 

Albert James Nottige, Ton- 

bridge. 

William Gorham, Tonbridge. 

George D. Warner, Ton- 
brigde, 


The following letter has been addressed to the Clerk of the 
Peace by Mr. Gibson :—~ 


oaks. 

May, Sykes, and Batten, 
Bromley. 

Robinson Latter, Clerk tp 
Justices, Bromley. 

G. H. Oliver, Erith. 

James Tassell, Clerk to Jug. 
tices, Faversham. 

Frederick S. Stenning, M.A, 
Maidstone. 

Henry Hughes, 


Solicitor, 
Maidstone. 





* Dartford, 9th October, 1874, 
Licensing Acts, 1872-4. 

Dear Sir,—In reply to your letter of the 7th instant, I have 
to say that the memorialists presently mentioned will prefer 
that the subject of consideration by the justices be thus entered 
upon the minutes, and I request you to be good enough $0 to 
enter it—namely, “To consider a aumerously signed memorial 
of solicitors of this county, seeking to be heard (indis 
criminately with barristers) by the County Licensing Com. 
mittee, in accordance, as the memorialists suggest, with the 
practise of every other committee in England, except 
Surrey, and Wilts ; and to consider the request that a depu- 
tation of the memorialists be heard personally on the subject.” 
I assume that, as stated by you yesterday, the subject will be 
considered at the adjourned Court of Quarter Sessions oa 
Tuesday, the 27th inst., at eleven o'clock. 

The memorial shall, as you desire, be forwarded to you no 
later than the 19th. 

It has already been signed by all—or nearly all—the lead 
ing solicitors of the western division, and I anticipate it will, 
in a few days, be similarly signed by those of East Kent, It 
comprises nearly all the town clerks, the undersheriff, 
justices’ clerks, registrars of county courts, and others hold- 
ing legal public offices in the county; men of high intel 
ligence, of long practice,.and possessing both property and 
social standing in the county, They transact probably nine 
tenths of the business of the whole county; and, it may be 
fairly stated, are better acquainted with the wishes and feel 
ings of the public at large in the county than any other class 
of men. They haveall obtained, by examination, the qualifi« 
cation to practise the law, and they are the trusted advisers 
of the justices, both in public and private matters, over the 
whole country; and yet these are the men who, when 
meet a committee of the same justices sitting at Maidstone, 
are considered to be wholly incompetent to perform precise; 
the same duties in which they are, more or less, constantly 
engaged before the same justices, in their several divisions, 
before the county courts and other judicial tribunals (in- 
cluding the committees of Parliament) to which they are 
admitted to audience! And they are thus excluded, solely 
to extend and expand, under a new Act of Parliament 
(which, it may be safely stated, contemplated no such result), 
what are ealled the “ privileges of the bar,” in favour of & 
very few barristers usually attending the sessions—for the 
most part very young men, aud necessarily without the 
slightest experience, to the great prejudice in delay and ex- 
penditure of the public business of the whole county; 
this, we submit, amounts really in effect, to the support of s 
high class Trades’ Union. We by no means seek to exclude 
barristers, though they are not so generous towards solici 
but only that (as in the county court and elsewhere, as 
have stated) the public should have the same right of selec 
tion of their advocates as is freely enjoyed elsewhere and 
in other countios. “ 

We farther aud particularly request that a deputation of 
the memorialists may be heard personally on this question; 





without which our views cannot be adequately conveyed, 
as to do justice to the subject. In any private consideration 
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of the question, the solicitors and the public would be wholly 
unrepresented, while the bar would, in yourself, almost 
inevitably and naturally, though perhaps involuntarily and 
unconsciously—have your sympathies and support, as one of 
their body. No one who knows you will for a moment doubt 

honour and integrity; but it is impossible for any man 
go entirely to divest himself of human feelings as to become 
indifferent and disinterested where his sympathies are already 

gaged; and, as the justices will most reasonably and 
naturally desire to have your suggestions and advice on this 
question, they will scarcely, we think, refuse to hear us. We 
have the utmost confidence in their desire to do what is right 
and reasonable, and hence our desire tobe heard. 

T have only to add the request that this letter may be read 
qith the memorial which is to follow it. 
I am, dear Sir, your faithful servant 
C. R. Grsson, 
Hon. Secretary, pro tem. 
Ff, Russell, Esq., Clerk of the Peace, 
Sessions House, Maidstone.” 





COURTS. 
COUNTY COURTS. 
HUDDERSFIELD. 
(Before Serjeant TinpaL ATKINSON, Judge.) 
Oct. 2.—Ex parte Love, Re Battle. 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, s, 72. 

Where, after a petition in bankruptcy has been filed, but 
before adjudication, the debtor transfers to a third party pro- 
perty which, but for such transfer, would become assets for 
distribution among his creditors, a court of bankruptcy in such 
case has jurisdiction under the 72nd section to inquire into the 


Jacts, and if satisfied that the sale has been made mala fide, 


to set it aside, although such third party is not, except for such 
sale, a party to the bankruptcy proceedings. 

Jordan (£. T. Atkinson with him), for the motion. 

Bond (solicitor) opposed. 

His Honour —This is an application to the court by way 
of motion on the part of Mr. James Allen Love, the trustee 
in the bankruptcy of John Jagger, asking for an order that 
a deed of the 29th of November, 1873, by which the bank- 
rupt conveyed to Mr. Walter Battle his (the bankrupt’s) 
equity of redemption in certain freehold land and houses 
in Leeds, should be cancelled and given up to the trustee, 
and that an account be taken of the rents and the profits. At 
the hearing, on the 12th of June, Mr. Bond, who appeared 
for Battle, objected that this court had no jurisdiction over 
the matter in dispute, on the ground that Battle was a 
stranger to the bankruptcy, and that if the deed was in- 
valid a court of equity or of law was the only tribunal to 
set it aside, and in support of this view the cases of Er 
parte Lyons, 20 W. R. 566, L. R. 7 Ch. 494; Ellis 
v. Silber, 21 W. R. 846, L. R. 8 Ch. 88; and Re 
Motion, 22 W. R. 225, L. R. 9 Ch. 192, were cited, 
and it was contended that these cases decided that 
the 72nd section of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, only 
confers jurisdiction over persons who are ip some 
way or other parties to the bankruptcy proceedings. 
I was of opinion at the hearing, although not without 
considerable doubt and hesitation, arising from the lan- 
guage of the judgments of the court in the above cases, 
that this objection to the jurisdiction ought not to prevail. 
The 72nd section, in the most comprehensive terms, confers 
on this court the fullest powers to effect a complete distri- 
bation of the bankrupt’s estate. It enacts “ That sabj ect 
to the provisions of this Act, every court having jarisdio- 
tion in bankraptey, shall have power to decide all ques- 
tions of priorities, and all other questions whatsoever, 
whether of law or fact, arising in any case of bankraptoy 
coming within the cogniaance of auch court, or whioh the 
Court may deem it expedient or necessary to decide for 
the purpose of doing complete justice, or making a com- 
plete distribution of property in any such case; and no 
such court shall be subject to be restrained in the execu. 
tion of its powers under this Act by the order of any other 
court, nor shall any appeal lie from its decisions, excopt 
in manner directed by this Act: and if in any proceeding 
in bankraptoy there arises any question of fact which the 
Parties desire to be tried before a jury instead of by the 


court itself, or which the court thinks ought to be tried by 
a jury, the court may direct such trial to be had.” By force 
of the statute all the property of the bankrupt, which be- 
longed to or was vested in him at the time of the bank- 
ruptcy, is divisible among his creditors, and it follows that 
the bankrupt hasabsolutely no powerafter the bankruptcy to 
transfer any property or give any title whatever to such 

roperty to any third party. The statute, as I read it, was 

med with the view to give to the trustee of the creditors 

in all cases in which there have been dealings by third parties 
with the property of the bankrupt after the bankruptcy, a 
speedy, effectual, and comparatively inexpensive remedy to 
recover back property se transferred by the bankrupt, and 
further, which is the point I have to decide in this case, I 
think it may be fairly concluded that ifa third party obtains 
possession of property not in good faith, and with notice of 
an act of bankruptcy, the very possession of property under 
such circumstances, which he must be taken to know be- 
longed to the bankrupt’s estate, of itself, makes him a party 
to the bankruptcy proceedings in the sense that he could 
only hold the property, if at all, as a trustee for the 
creditors. I apprehend if any profits from such property 
were made by the third party, a court of equity would hold, 
even if the Bankruptcy Court could not, that such profits 
would belong to the creditors. Assuming that the facts 
upon inquiry would show that Battle took this property with 
notice of and after an act of bankruptcy committed by 
Jagger, I think by virtue of the 95th section, such convey- 
ance was absolutely void as against the trustee, as not being 
a protected transaction, and that the deed in question con- 
veyed no property whatsoever, and therefore that the 
powers conferred by the 72nd section may be put in force 
in order that there may be a complete distribution of the 
property among the bankrupt’s creditors. By the 95th 
section, conveyances by the bankrupt of his property 
are not valid unless they come within the protected pro- 
visions in the section, that is, the conveyance must be 
made by the bankrupt to a person in good faith and for 
valuable consideration, such person not having at the 
time of making such disposition of the property notice of 
any act of bankruptcy committed by the bankrupt, and 
available against him for adjudication. The cases cited 
against the view that this court has jurisdiction are Er parte 
Lyons, Ellis v. Silber, and re Motion, but it must be observed 
that in ex parte Lyons the deed was impeached on the 
ground that it was oppressive as against the debtor, 
and also that it was a case of arrangement by way of com- 
position, and not in bankruptcy, and, in his judgment, 
Lord Justice Mellish distinctly decides that the deed was 
not a matter in bankruptcy, and in the case of Ellis v. Siléer, 
and that of re Motion, the same observations apply, for in 
these cases the transactions sought to be impeached were 
dehors the bankruptcy proceedings. If the Court of Ap- 
peal had decided that the Bankruptcy Court had jurisdio- 
tion in those particular cases, no doubt would have existed 
that any claim which the trustee had on a third party, 
arising out of dealings with the bankrupt’s estate, would 
have been brought within the provisions of the 72nd sec- 
tion, and become enforceable in the bankruptcy court. But 
as it has been decided that the jurisdiction of this court is 
limited to the administration in bankruptey, and that the 
debtor and the creditors, with their trustee, as the parties 
to such administration, with the addition of some 
special classes of transactions, which, as regards the 
parties, may, under certain clauses of the Act, be specially 
dealt with, are the only persons subject to the jurisdiction 
conferred by the 72nd section, it must be admitted that 
unless I am right in the view I have taken, that 
the fact of a bankrupt, after an act of bankruptoy, 
transferring the property of his creditors to a 

who has notice of such act of bankruptcy, takes it out ofthe 
cases cited, and brings it within the decision of Re Andersen, 
18 W. R. 715, L. R. 5, Ch. 473, as also the provisions of the 
65th and 66th sections of the Act, which give the Judge of the 
Local Bankruptcy Court a jurisdiction at least as extensive 
as if he were aitting in a Court of Chancery, and dealing 
with a suit instituted by proper parties, then in that case 
the decision that I have jurisdiction in the present 
case cannot be supported. With regard to the facts on 
which my decision on the merits is founded, I find that, on 
the 22nd September, 1873, a debtor's summons was 

out in this case against J r by Love, who was then a 





oreditor for £740, that the summons was returnable on the 
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15th of October, and on the 16th, Jagger having failed to pay 
or compound with his creditor for the debt, a petition in 
bankruptey was filed by Love against him on the 16th. This 
petition was dismissed for want of prosecution and a second 
petition presented, founded on the same act of bankruptcy. 
Upon appeal the Chief Judge in Bankruptcy held that there 
had been no condonation of the act of bankruptcy upon 
which the first petition was founded, and that the second peti- 
tion must be heard upon its merits. I find from the evidence, 
which is of a conflicting character, that Battle was 
cognizant of these proceedings, and that shortly afterwards— 
namely, the 29th of November following, he took from 
Jagger a conveyance of his equity of redemption in the 
land and houses at Leeds, the consideration being the sum 
of £50, and a promise which forms no part of the deed, that 
he would allow Jagger, who was seventy-five years of 
age, twenty shillings a week during his life. I find also 
the fact that, on the 3rd of January of this year, Battle, by 
an agreement with Mrs, Ann Milner, sold to her his interest 
in the property for £1,000. The conclusion which I have 
arrived at from the evidence is that Jagger, when he 
executed the conveyance of the 29th of November, by which 
he transferred to Battle nearly the whole of his property 
available for distribution among his creditors, made that 
conveyance with a view to defeat and delay them, and that 
the purchase from Jagger at that time was not made by 
Battle in good faith and for valuable consideration, and 
further that it was made by him he having at the time full 
knowledge and notice that an act of bankruptcy had been 
committed by Jagger available for adjudication. With 
this conviction on my mind, I have no alternative but to 
hold that the deed of the 29th of November is void under 
the bankruptcy law, and to order it to be delivered up to 
the trustee to be cancelled, and that an account be taken of 
the rents and profits, it forming part of the order that 
inasmuch as Battle, on the 23th of November, 1873, paid off 
the mortgage of the Midland Banking Company, of £2,366 
13s. 11d., he shall be in the same position as if that mort- 
gage had been assigned to him by the banking company, in- 
stead of, as was the fact, being re-conveved by the company 
to Jagger, at Battle’s instance, and that on taking the 
accounts as to the rents and profits of the property, such 
accounts must be taken as between mortgagor and a 
mortgagee in possession. Question as to costs reserved. 





LEGAL APPOINTMENTS, ETC. 





Mr. Witt1amM Warren StReereEN, barrister, has been 
appo'nted Queen’s Advocate of the Settlement of Sierra 
Leone, Western Africa. Mr. Streeten was called to the 
bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1857, and has prac- 
tised as an equity draftsman and conveyancer. The salary 
of the office of Queen’ Advocate at Sierra Leone, which 
was last held by the late Mr. E. Graham Alston, is £1,000 
a year. 

Mr. Henry SHortanp Watts, solicitor, of Yeovil, Somer- 
setshire, has been appointed Solicitor to the Yeovil School 
Board. Mr. Watts was admitted in 1854, 

Mr. Joun Francis Burton, solicitor, of Lincoln, has been 
elected Clerk of the Gaol Sessions for the county of Lin- 
coln, in succession to his late father, Mr. Frederick Bur- 
ton. Mr. J. F. Burton was admitted a solicitor in 1849, 
and has for some time filled the posts of Deputy Clerk of 
the Peace for the parts of Lindsey, and clerk to the county 
magistrates at Lincoln. 





——a 


SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held on Tuesday evening 
last, Mr. Edmund T. Ratcliff in the chair, when a discussion 
took place on the following question :—*‘ Should a court of 
equity restrain proceedings at law in matters of account 
where, although a court of law has cognisance thereof, 
such & complication exists that it cannot deal accurately 
and satisfactorily with them?” The chairman, who ex- 
pressed pleasure at the progress the society had made 
during the last few years, announced the voting to be in 
favour of the affirmative. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. W. HUGHES-HUGHES. 


The death of William Hughes-Hnghes, Esq., barrister. 
at-law, formerly M.P. for Oxford, took place at Ilkley 
Wells House, Yorkshire, on the 10th inst., in the 
year of his age. The deceased gentleman was the son of 
the late John Hewitt, Esq., and his mother was the 
daughter of William Hughes, Esq., of Clapham, Surrey, 
He was born in 1792, and in 1825 he renounced his 
nymic of Hewitt, and assumed the name and arms of his 
maternal grandfather, by Royal letters patent. Mp, 
Hughes was originally a solicitor, but in June, 1827, he 
was called to the bar by the Hon. Society of Lincoln's Inn; 
he ceased to practise, however, in 1831. In 1832 he was for 
a short time an alderman of the city of London, but soon 
resigned that position. He satin Parliament, as member 
for the city of Oxford, from 1830 to 1837, having been 
a candidate at six different elections, at four of which ha 
was successful, He lost his seat at the general election 
in July, 1837, and since then he has not sought re. 
admission to Parliament. Mr. Hughes was connecteg 
with many learned bodies, having been a fellow of the 
Society of Antiquaries, as well as of the Linnman, 
Statistical, and Horticultural Societies; he was also g 
Vice-President of the Society of Arts. As a magistrate, 
he was on the Commission of the Peace for Middlesex, 
Westminster, Oxford, and Hants ; he was also a Deputy 
Lieutenant for the latter county (of which he had served 
as High Sheriff), a Commissioner of Lieutenancy for 
Londoa, and a governor of Christ’s Hospital. In 183¢ 
he published a new edition of De Lolme’s treatise on the 
Constitution of England, with notes, &c. His eldest son 
is William Hughes-Hughes, Esq., M.A., who is a barrister 
of the Inner Temple, a magistrate for Middlesex and 
Westminster, and a Commissioner of Lieutenancy for 
London. 


MR. J. LEAHY, Q.C. 


The death of Mr. John Leahy, Q.C., Chairman of 
Quarter Sessions for the county of Limerick, took place on 
the 13th inst. at Neweastle West, where he had been taken 
ill on the previous day. Mr, Leahy was born in 1810, and 
he was, therefore, in his sixty-fourth year. He was educated 
at Trinity College, Dublin, where he took a scholarship in 
1828, and graduated as B.A. in 1830. He was called tothe 
bar in Ireland in Hilary Term, 1833, and was created @ 
Queen’s Counsel on the lst August, 1859. He had been 
Chairman of Quarter Sessions for the county of Limerick 
since 1864. Mr. Leahy, who wasa J.P. for the county of 
Kerry, married, in 1851, Matilda Emma, daughter of the 
late William White, Esq., and niece of the first Lord 
Annaly. The deceased gentleman was the son of the late 
John Leaby, Esq., of South Hill, county Kerry (who died 
in 1846), by Elizabeth, daughter of Richard Ashe, Esq., of 
Ashe Grove, county Cork. 








LEGAL ITEMS. 


The stamp daty on the registration of companies last 
year yielded £24,591 18s. 

The first Report of the Royal Commission on the work- 
ing of the Master and Servant Act of 1867, the Criminal 
Law Amendment Act of 1871, and the Law of Conspiracy, 
is as follows :—‘‘ To the ()ueen’s Most Excellent Majesty.— 
We, your Majesty’s Commissioners appointed to inquire 
into and report on the working of the Master and Servant 
Act, 1867, and of the Criminal Law Amendment Act 
(34 & 35 Vict. c. 32), and whether any, and if any 
what, amendment or alteration in the provisions of those 
Acts, or either of them, is desirable, and also to inquire 
and report whetker it is expedient to limit or define the 
law relating to conspiracy, either generally or as scenes 
the relations of masters and workmen, have held seve 
meetings and have in part considered the matters referred 
to us and have taken evidence upon) the subject of the 
working of the Master and Servant Act, 1967, and in part 
of the ssid Criminal Faw Amendment Act, but we have 
not yet been able to complete the evidence on the last. 
named Act. And we beg leave humbly to submit to your 
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Majesty that though we were prepared to make our report 
to your Majesty on the subject of the Master and Servant 
ty 1867, alone, yet, considering the intimate connexion 
which exists between the several matters submitted for our 
ideration, and that we have not been able asyet to make 
fall and complete inquiry into the working of the Criminal 
Law Amendment Act and the Law of Conspiracy, we deem it 
better to treat the matters referred to us as a whole and not 
to report to your Majesty on the Master and ;Servant Act, 
1967, separately, but to postpone making any report to 
ar Majesty until we shall have concluded the inquiry 
jnto the whole of the subjects submitted for our considera- 
tion. We have, however, thought it expedient to add to 
thisour preliminary report the evidence given before us as 
to the working of the Master and Servant Act, 1867, as 
calculated to throw much light on the subject, and we 
most humbly beg leave to submit the same to your Majesty. 
—(Signed). A. E. Cockburn, Winmarleigh, E. P. Bouverie, 
Russell Gurney, Montague Smith, J. A. Roebuck, Thos. 
Hughes, Gab. Goldney, Alexander Macdonald. Francis 
H. Bacon, secretary.—July, 31, 1874. 


An adjourned meeting of the Liverpool magistrates was 
held on Wednesday, under the presidency of Mr. T. S. 
Raffles, stipendiary magistrate, to consider the circular 
from the Home Secretary, printed in our last issue, asking 
for any suggestions which the borough magistrates might 
wish to make with reference to the amendment of the laws 
relating to the summary jarisdiction of magistrates. After 
some discussion it was resolved, on the suggestion of the 
chairman, to recommend—first, that the Aggravated As- 
sults Act should be so far extended as to give the samo 
power to magistrates in all cases as can at present only be 
exercised in cases of assaultson women and upon persons 
of both sexes, under fourteen years of age—viz., power to 
commit the prisoner to gaol for six months, and to hold 
over to bail for six months beyond the period of imprison- 
ment; secondly, that power should be given to magistrates 
to enforce the payment of compensation for injured persons 
in certain cases, as can at present be done by a Cours of 
Quarter Session; thirdly, that summary power should be 
given tc magistrates in cases of obtaining money by false 
pretences; fourthly, that the magistrates should be em- 
powered with summary jurisdiction in minor cases of 
recéiving stolen property; fifthly, that summary jurisdic- 
tion should be further extended in cases of wilful damage ; 
sixthly, that the option should be given to magistrates in 
all cases of burglary without violence to commit to either 

izes or the sessions ; seventhly, that the magistrates 
should be empowered with summary jurisdiction in petty 
oases of forgery, say up to the amount of £5; eighthly, that 
it should be in the power of one instead of, as at present, 
two lay magistrates, to deal with Poor Rate summonses, 
summonses under the Education Act, and summonses 
under the Licensing Act, for being drank and riotous ; and, 
ninethly, that the magistrates should have power to order 
twelve strokes with a birch rod in cases of boys being 
with throwing stones. 1t was also proposed by 
Mr, uelson, that in oases‘of aggravated assaults on 
Women and children power should be given to three magis- 
trates to order the application of the lash, but no resolution 
was come to upon this motion, it being decided that its 
cousideration should be adjourned for a fortnight. 





COURT PAPERS. 


COURT OF PROBATE 
AND 
COURT FOR DIVORCE AND MATRIMONIAL 
CAUSES. 
Nortce or Removan or tHe Registries. 

Cn and after the 20th October, 1874, the buildings in 
Great Knight Rider-street, Doctors’ Commons, at present 
Cctupied by the registries of the above courts, will be 

and on and after the 23rd October the new offices 

tiated for the use of the registries on the south side 

the Quadrangle in Somerset House will be opened for 
the transaction of business, 

Principal Registry, Court of Probate, 
12th October, 1874. 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 

Last Quotation, Oct. 16, 1874. 
3 per Cent, Consols, 923 Annuities, April, 85 9 
Ditto for Account, Nov 923 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 914 xd Ex Bills, £1000, 23 per Ct.1 pm. 
New 3 per Cont., 90} xd Ditto, £500, Do | pm, 
Do. 33 perCent., Jan, “94 Ditto, £100 & £200,1 pm. 
Do. 24 perCont., Jan. 794 Bank of England Stock. 5 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan.’73 Ct. (last half-year), 252 xd 
Annuities, Jan,’80— Dittc for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 


Ditto 5 per Cent., July, 80109 Ditto,54 per Cent.,May,’79 1014 
Ditto for Account ,— Ditto Debentures, per Cent 
Ditto 4 perCeat.,Oct.’881013 x @} April,*64— 
Ditto,ditto,Certificates, — Do.Do,5 per Cent.,Aug.’73 100) 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent.914) Do. Bonds, 4per Ct., £1000 

Ind. Enf.Pr., 5 p C., Jan.’73 Dittc, ditto, under £1000 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. \Paid.|Closing Price 





Stock! Bristol and Exeter 
Stock} Caledoni oes 
Stock) Glasgow and South-Western ....cesese--sees <| 
Stock|Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ..... 
Stock/Great Northern 
Stock} Do., A Stock® ........0....cccrc.rscesccossscesecesee| 
Stock/Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Stock Great Western—Original.,,..........csssreee 
Stock| Lancashire and Yorkshire 

Stock, London, Brighton, and South Coast... 

Stock) London, Chatham, and Dover........... 

Stock, London and North-Western 

Stock) London and South Western..........s0seecssesese 
Stock) Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln ............ 
Stock/ Metropolitan 
Stock} Do., District 
Stock wWial a 
Stock | North British 
Stock) North Eastern 
Stock) North London 
Stock) North Staffordshire .........cccresser-seree 
8tock| South Devon 
Stock South-Eastern ............00 



































EN | 


lg 


® A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B 


Money MARKET AND C1Ty INTELLIGENCE. 


The Bank rate was raised on Thursday from 3 per cent., 
at which it has remained since the 27th of August, to 4 per 
cent. The proportion of reserve to liabilities has fallen 
from 37°12 last week to 35°75 this week. The railway 
market was depressed until Thursday, when, upon the 
announcement of the advancs in the Bank rate, a general 
improvement occurred. The foreign market was also dull 
in the early part of the week, but became more active on 
Thursday. Consols on that day closed 92§ to } for money, 
and 92} to 3 for the account. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. . 

Bomras—On Oct. 11, at Abingdon House, Greenhill-road, 
Hampstead, the wife of Henry Mason Bompas, Esq., barrister- 
at-law, of a son. . 

CorInGER—On Oct. 9, at Birch Hall, Manchester, the wife of 
W. A. Copinger, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

Krrz—On Oct. 3, at St. John’s-terrace, Taunton, the wife of 
George H. Kite, solicitor, prematurely, of a son, stillborn. 

NegsHAM—On Oct. 13, at Claremont House, Surbiton, the wife 
of Charles E. Nesham, barrister-at-law, of a son. 

SmitH—On Oct. 7, at Theta Lodge, Cedar-road, Sutton, Surrey,. 
the wife of Alfred Smith, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a son. 


MARRIAGES. 
Cuuron—RicHarps—On Oct. 10, at the parish church, Bettws- 
y-Coed, Edmund Francis Blake Church, 61, Lincoln’s-inn-- 
fields, to Margaret Eleanor Reberts, elder daughter of Mrs. 
Catherine Richards, Bettws-y-Coed. 
Girrarp—Woopratt—On Get. 14, at the parish church, 
Twickenham, Hardinge Stanley Giffard, Q.C., of 99, Glou- 
cester-place, Portman-square, to Lynie, daughter of Heary 
Woodfall, Esq., River Side, Twickenham. 
Nicnuotson—Dvutron—On Oot. 8, at the Cathedral, Chester, 
John M. Nicholson, solicitor, of Chester, to Clara Lavinia, 
only daughter of Charles Dutton, Esq., of Ashfield, Chester. 
WitLovannr— Parrerson—On Oct. 14, at the parish church 
of Northam, N. Devon, Edward John Willoughby, M.A., of 
the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, to Aunette Louisa, third 
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daughter of W. Talbot Nugent Patterson, Esq., of Melville, 
Northam. 
DEATHS. 


Barnarp—On Oct. 7, at Margate, Charles Barnard, Esq., of 
Gray’s Inn, and 11, Finsbury-park-villas, solicitor, aged 62. 
Druce—On Oct. 10, Ann, the wife of Charles Druce, of Den- 
mark-hill, and of 10, Billiter-sauare, London, solicitor, in her 
78th year. 

FreesTonE—On Oct. 11, at Norwich, Edward Freestone, Esq., 
solicitor, aged 72. 

Hvenes-HvucHEes—On Oct. 10, at Ilkley Wells House, York- 
shire, William Hughes-Hughes, Esq., barrister-at-law, in 
the 83rd year of his age. 








LONDON GAZETTES, 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies, 


Farpar, Oct. 9, 1874. 
LiMtTeD in CHANCERY, 

Englefield Colliery Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre 
sented Oct 8, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins on Nov. 6- 
Mathews and Mathews, Bedford row, solicitors for the petitioners, . 

Emma Silver Mining Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Oct 6, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins, on Nov 6, 
Harper and Co, Rood lane, solicitors for the petitioners. 

TueEspay, Oct. 13 , 1874. 
Liw.TeD IN CHANCERY, 

Ellesmere Foundry and Engineering Company, Limited.—V.C Hall 
-has, by an order dated Oct 13, appointed Henry Grosvenor Nichol- 
son, Manchester, to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, on 
or before Nov 2, to send their names and addresses, and the particu- 
lars of their debts or claims, to the above. Monday, Nov 16 at 12, is 
appointed for hearing and adjadicating upon the debts and claims. 

Enupion Fuel and Gas Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Oct 9, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins, on Noy 6, 
Abrahams and Roffey, Old Jewry, solicitors for the petitioners. 

John Wilkinson, Son, and Company, Limited.—Petition tor winding up, 
presented Oct 3, directed to be heard before the M.R., on the first 
Petition Day in Michaelmas Term. Torr and Co, Bedford row, 
Ayents for Middleton and Sons, Leeds,*solicitors for the petitioner. 

New Nant-y-Blaidd Silver Lead Mine, ‘Limited.—Petition for winding. 
up, presented Oct 7, directed to be heard beforethe M.R., on Nov, 7 
Radford, Quality court, Chancery lane, , solicitor for the petitioners. 

Southall, Ealing, and Shepherd’s Bush Tram Railway Company, 
Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented Oct 6, directed to be 
heard before the M.R. on Nov 7. Harris, Moorgate st, solicitor for 
the petitioners, 

Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Fauwar, Oct. 9, 1874. 
Bentham Friendly Society, Bentham, York. Sept 29, 
Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day of Claim. 
Tvuespay, Oct 6, 1874. 

Badcock, Robert, Cumberland House, Finsbury Park, Gent. Nov 5. 
Christmas, Walbrook 

Baker, William, Hurstpierpoint, Sussex, Gent. Nov &. Hogan, 
Martin’s lane, Cannon st 

—— William, Great Grimsby, Lincoln, Gant. Nov 1. Bell, 

ut 

Bowen, Robert, Lieut-Col, Coldstream Guards. Dec 1, Tamplin and 
Co, Fenchurch st 

Bromley, Thomas Bailey, Manchester, Accountant. Nov 1. Farrer 
and Hall, Manchester 

Bell, John, Heworth, York, Gent. Oct 31. Hottley, York 

Bell, Mary, Heworth, York. Oct 31. Hottley, York 

Billings, Edward, Cueltenham, Gloucester, Builder. Dec 5. 
Cheltenham 

Conway, John, Kendal, Westmorland, Leather Merchant. Nov 30, 
Thompson and Wilson, Kendal 

Egmont, Right Hon George James, Earl of, St James’s placa. Nov 30. 
Boodle and Partington, Davies st, Berkeley square 

England, Thomas Hutchings, Addison rd, Kensington, Gent. Oct 28. 
Valpy and Chaplin, Lincoln’s ion fields 

ag a John, Preston, Lancashire, Cotton Spianer. Decl. Ascro%, 

reston 

Goulding, William, Daphne terrace, Turnham Green, Plasterer. Nov 
14, Barnard and Co, Lancaster place, Strand 

Jefiery, Joseph, Bessborough gardens, Pimliszo, Auctioneer, Deo 3. 
Rogers, Victoria st, Westminster 

Joseph, John, Titiey, Hereford, Blacksmith. Nov 7. Bodenham and 
Temple, Kington 

— General Robert Martin, Oxted, Surrey. Novl. Gale, Chelten- 


m 

Matthews, Henry, Gower st, Bedford square, Esq. Nov 5. Chisman, 
Mount Ephraim, Streatham 

— , Luke, Bolton, Lancashire, Draper. Dec 1. Gleenhalgh, Bol- 


ri. Jom, Howfield, Kent, Farmer. Nov 16. Cheesman and Lake, 

vese 

Phillips, Anne Greme, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset. Nov 30, White 
& Co, Great Marlborough st 

Phillips, John. Swiadon, Wi:ts, Builder. Novy 20. Townsend and Or 
mond, Swindon 

— ae, Liverpool, Printer. Oct 26. Teebay and Lynch, 

Scott, James, Kendal, Westmorland, Gent. Nov 30. Thompson and 
Wilson, Kendal 

Shearburo, Mary, Snaith, Yorkshire. Dec 1. Clark, Snaith 

Shearbure, William, Soaith, Yorkshire, Gent. Dec 1. Clark, Snaith 

Squirrell, Robert Randfield, Leytonstone, Essex, Geat, Mov 24. 
Walker and Battliscombe, Beaufort buildings, Strand 


Wheeler, 


; Thackeray, Mary Eiizabeth, Clifton, Gioucester. 





—<——. 
Nov 16. Fr 
and Co, Cambridge ancl 


Tootill, Alice, Elton, Lancashire. Oct 31. Crossland, Bury 

Walsham, Sir John James, Knill court, Hereford, Bart, 
Pratt, Kington 

Williams, Maria, Hay, Brecop. Novl. Page, Hay 

Williamson, Alexander, Brighton, Sussex, Esq.» Nov 25. Black ang 


Co, Brighton 
Fray, Oct. 9, 1874. 


Adams, John, Ware, Hertford, Gent. Dec 31. Foster, Ware 
Atherley, Rev Henry, Fox, Staverton, Devon. Nov 29. Burch and 
Barnes, Exoter 
—- Deborah, Church st, Spital fields. Nov 3. Montagu, Bucklerg. 
ury 
Bateman, Henry, Newland, Worcester, Gent. Dec 2. Pidcock ang 
Son, Worceste 


Nov t; 


r 
; Bell, Christopher, Birkenhead, Chester, Merchant. Oct 31. Bateson and 


Co, Liverpool 

Boorn, Thomas Morgan, Chidham, Sussex, Yeoman. Nov 20, John. 
son and Raper, Chichester 

Demet Framfield, Sussex, Farmer. Nov 30. Langham, jun, 
Uckfie 

B ullwinkel, Johann, St George st, St George-in-the-East, Licensed 
Victualler, Nov 16, Morris and Co, Finsbury circus 

Capper, Mark, Southampton, Merchant. Dec 10. Coxwell and Qo, 
Southampton 

—— Biddenden, Kent, Nov6. Munn and Mace, Tenterden, 
Ashfor 

Clegg, James, Batley Carr, near Dewsbury, York, Flock Dealer. Noy 
17, Chadwick and Sons, Dewsbury 

Creaton, Edwin, Oxford st, Milliner. Nov 16. Norris, Acton gt, 
Gray’s inn rd 

Davis, Richard, New Mills, Manafon, Montgomery, Shoemaker. Noy 
17. Woosnam and Telbot, Newtown 

Devereux Thomas, sen, Stone, Stafford, Clothier. Novll. Robinson, 
Longton 

Dowashire, Most Hon Arthur Marquis of, Easthampstead Park, Berks, 
Dec 31, Stuart and Baly, Gray’s inn square 

Fowler, Henry, Scarborough, York, Esq. Dec 4. Moody and 0, 
Scarborough 

Garnett, George, Belk, Huddersfield, York, Dentist. Jan 1. Bottomley, 


Decl. James, Wrexham 
Westmi , Stationer, Janl, 





Huddersfield 
Garraway, Sarah Ann, Clifton rd, St Joha’s Wood. Nov 10. Cobura, 
Hill, Maria, Grove rd, Holloway. Nov 30. Francis and Co, Cambridge 
Hodgson, Thomas, Romaldkirk, York, Retired Farmer. Nov 2, 
Jackson, John, Sheffield, Builder. 
Jennings, Jans, Bolton row, Mayfair, Lodging house Keeper, Nov 
Kershaw, Judith, Uplands, Streatham, Surrey, Nov 7. Gregory and 
Co, Bedford row 
Oct 31. Perham, Wrington 
Lycett, William, Winsford, Chester, Manager of Salt Works. Nov 7, 
Green and Dixon, Northwich 
Metchim, William Paul, Pali st, 
Burt, Dartmouth, Park hill, Highgate 
Friars 
Moses, Elizabeth, Leman st, Whitechapel, Dec 1. Horsley, jua, 
Mumford, Joseph, Essex rd, Islington, Gent. Nov 16. Cronin and 
Rivolta, Southampton st, Bloomsbary 
Builder, Nov7. Beldan, Bishopsgate st Without 
Parkinson, James Parkinson, Burnley, Lancashire, Physician. Deo 1, 
Phipps, William, Epping, Essex, Saddler. Dec 26. Metcalfe, Ep 
Priest, Robert Raven, Norwich, Druggist. Nov 14. Winter 
Reed, William, jun, Doncaster, York, Coach Builder, Dec Ll. Fisher, 
Doncaster 
Oct 28. Wilkins 
and Blyth, St Swithin’s lane 
Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Taylor, Ann, Enfield, Middlessex. Decl, Rignall, Enfield 
and Co, Bradford 
Wa'sham, Sir John James, Knill Court, Hereford, Baronet. Nov l. 
Wells, William Henry, Worcester, Haberdasher. Nov 8. Meredith, 
Worcester 
Bankrupts. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, 
Creditors raust forward their proofs of debt to the Registrar. 
Dalziel, D A Basinghall st, Agent for the Sale of Gloves, Pet 
Oct 2. Roche, Oct 20 at 11 
Harper, Robert, South Shields, Durham, Ale Merchant, Pet Oct 3. Hil 
Newcastle, Oct 20 at 2 
Wil- 
son, Salisbury, Oct 17 at 1 
Phillips, Jesse, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Clothier. Pet Oct 2. 
Faiwar, Oct.9 ,"1874, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
To Surrender in London. 
Myer, Henry, Rogletelé #€, Islington, Diamond Dealer, Pet Oct 7 


Leadenhall st 
ag ety aw Bo ge Decl. Branson and Son, Sheffield 
21, Mason, Maddox st, Regent st 
Lawes, Charles, Seth, Bristol, Painter. 
Maurice, Eliza, Wrexham, Denbigh. 
Miles, Joho, Eastbourne, Sussex, Esq. Decl. Upton and Co, Austin 
Gresham buildings, Basinghall st 
Niblett, Job Thomas, Cambridge terrace, Clayton rd, Peckham, 
Partington aud Allen, Manchester 
Francis, Norwich 
Shaw, Thomas, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer, 
Shuttleworth, Robert James, Hyeres, France. Dec 7. Wynne and 
Virr,Mildred, Horsforth, York, Land Surveyor. Nov 10, Rawson 
Pratt, Kington 
Toxspar, Oct, 6, 1874. 
To Sarrender in London. 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Low, George, jan, Shattesbury, Dorset, Innkeeper. Pet Oct 1. 
Rue 
sell, Merthyr Tydfil, Oct 17 at 11 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrat. 
rougham, Oct 22 at 
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To Surrender in the Country. 
ith, Washington, Hanley, Stafford, Brick Manufacturer. Pet 
. Oct 6. Marner ig 70 Ost — . = A . ee G4 
Olark, Elizabeth Ann, Harrogate, Yor 0 sper. Pet Oct 6, 
: York, Oct 23 at 11 4 
Gomersail, John, and James Francs Gomersall, Dawsbury, York, 
Woollen Manufacturers. Pet Oct 6. Nelson. Dewsbury, Oct 23 


at 12 

Matthe Frederick, Brinkworth, Wil Drapsr. Pet Oct 7. 

anal. Swindon, Nov 2 at ll * ¢ 

Mavins, Thomas, Guisbrough, York, Joinar. Pet Ost 5. 
Stockton-on-Tees, Oct 21 at3 

Rost, Charles;Hermann, and Frederick Hainsworth, Bradford, York, 
Merchants. Pet Oct6. Robinson. Bradford, Oct. 27 at 12 

TueEspay, Oct. 13, 1874. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debt to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 

Macaire, William, Duke st, Lincoln's inn fields, Licensed Victualler. 
Pet Oct 9. Roche. Oct 27 at 12 

Sykes, Richard, Cambridge rd, Kilburn, Boot Dealer. Pet Oct 8, 
Brougham. Oct 27 at 11 

_ To Surrender in the Country. 

Byrne, Thomas, Liverpool, Merchant. Pet Ost 8. Watson. Liver- 
pool, Oct 26 at 2 

King, Duncan Bebb, Windsor, Berks, Timber Marchant. Pet Oct 10. 
Darvill, Windsor, Nov7 at 12 

Richardson, John Kates, Levenshulme, nr Manchester, Wine Merchant. 
Pet Oct 8. Kay. Manchester, Oct 29 at 9.30 

Smith, Thomas, Nottingham, Grocer’s Assistant. Pet Oct 9. 
Patchitt. Nottingham, Nov 3 at 12 


BANKRUPTOIES ANNULLED, 


Farpay, Oct. 9, 1874, 
Villiers, Edmund, Frith st, Jeweller. Sept 4 
Portass, William, Sutton Bridge, Lincoln, Engine Makar. 
Togspay, Oct. 13, 1874. 
Hoare, Peter Merrick, Hythe, nr Southampton, Gent. June 18 
Odger, George, High st, Bloomsbury, Bootmaker. Oct 8 
Oldficld, William, Bristol, Benzoline Merchant. Oct 9 
Sheffield, James, Cheapside, Commission Age nt. Oct 9 
Walford, Frederick, Barrow, Suffolk, Innkeeper, Oct 10 
Liquidation by Arrangement 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
_ Farway, Oct 9, 1874. 
John Henry,’ Wilderaess row, Goswell rd, Printer. O2t 28 at 
2at7, Wilderness row, Goswell st 
Adnams, Benjamin, Thatcham, Berks, Rod Dealer. Oct 23 at 10 att 
the White Hart Hotel. Newbury. Cave, Newbury 
Badges, George Austin, Stourbridge, Worcester, Hairdresser. Oct 26 
at 10 at offices of Prescott, High st, Stourbridge 
Richard, and John Carter, Huddersfield, Cloth Merchants. Oct 
. 21 at 3at the White Hart Inn, Huddersfield. Ramsden and Sykes, 
Huddersfield 
Banham, James, Shelfanger, Norfolk, Bricklayer, Oct 26 at 11 at 
offices of Stanley, Bank plain, Norwich 
Bartlett, James, Totton, Southampton, Pig Dealer. Oct 17 at 11 at 
offices of Guy, Albion terrace, Southampton 
Bell, David Beattie, Darlington, Durham, Tailor. Oct 19 at offices of 
ney, Old Market, Bradford, in lieu of theplace originally named 
Bennion, George, Burslem, Stafford, Fishmonger. Oct 21 at ll at 
offices of Tomkinson, Hanover st, Burslem 
wa, Deven, Llanelly, Carmarthen, Licensed Victualler. Oct 19 at 11 
at offices of Howeli, Park st, Llanelly 
Bird, Joseph, Swinton, York, Grocer, Oct 21 at 12 at offices of 
Webster, Hartshead, Sheffield 
Bolshaw, Joseph, Holmes Chapel, Cheshire, Butcher. Ozt2l at 11 at 
of Latham and Bygott, Hop3 st, Sandbach 
Borne, Henry Charles Doncaster, Boston, Lincoln, Baker, Oct 20 atl 
at the Peacock Hotel, Boston. Bailes, Boston 
Bowden, Arthur, Bolsover st, Portland rd, Boot Manufacturer. Oct 19 
§ at offices of Parke, Coleman st 
Broe, John, Great Portland st, Regent’s Park, Boot Maker. Oct 20 at 
11 at offices of Pullen, Harp lane 
» William, St John st, West Smithfieid, Provision Merchant. Oct 
4b 12 at offices of Black, Paternoster row. Hubbard, Long lane, 
‘West Smithfield 
kson, William, Leeds, Builder. Oct 22 at 3 at the Commercial 
Hotel, Albion st, Leeds. | Stocks and Nettleton 
, John, Sheffield, Draper. Oct 2i at li atofficesof Binney and 
Con Queen st, chambers, Sheffield 
pe, Joseph, Bootle, near Liverpool, out of business, Oct 23 at 3 
mn offices of Lupton, Harrihgton st, Liverpool 
bn Frank Ryley, Altrincham, Cheshire, no occupation. Ost 26 at 
t of Davies and Co, Bewsey chambers, Warrington 


Crosby, 


Oct 6 


a 

Dako, Robert, Windmill st, Finsbury square,Faacy Box Maker. 
Oct 16 at 2 at 9, Lincoin’sinn fields, Marshall 

Dyson, Lee, Salford, out of business, Oct 26 at 3 at the Egerton 


Gore st, Salford. Burnley, Bradford 
Eaton, Sonn, Lichfield, Chemist, Nov 2 at 2 at offices of Dale, Water- 
' m, Birmingham P 
» Margaret, and James Elder, Liverpool, Bakers. Oct 23 at 2 at 
offices of Holden and Cleaver, Dale st, Liverpool 
on oho, Park terrace, Lower Norwood, Ironmonger. Oct 20 at 
at offices of Russell and Co, Old Jewry chambers 
Garlick, Joseph, Scarborough, York, Hosier, Oct 23 at2 at offices of 
t and Co, Queen st, Scarborough 
» Harry, Harwich, Essex, Clothier, Oct 21 at 4 at offices of 
Tones, Butt rd, Colchester 
k, William Kempie, Harefield terrace, New Cross, Commission 
Agent, Oct 20 at 3 at offices of Cooper, Charing cross 
Haswell, Charles Frederick, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Stationer. Oct 23 
4 at offices of Mawson, Duncan st, Birkenhead. Anderson, 


Heley, James, Middlesborough, York, Auction 
eer, Oct 23 ab 12 at 
offices of Dale, Museum at, York if 








Hewitt, William Henry, Birmingham, Sronmonger. Oct 2l at3 at the 
Great Western Hotel, Monmouth st, Birmingham. Chirm, Birming- 


ham 

Hinchliff2, Walker, Lockwood, near Huddersfield, York, Tailor. Oct 
26 at 3 at offices of Payne, John William st, Huddersfield. Lawton, 
Huddersfield 

Hipwell, Thomas, Croydon, Surrey, Builder. Oct 27 at 3 at offices of 
Lindus, Cheapside 

Hiscocks, William, Frome, Somerset, Carpenter. Oct 29 at 3 at offiees 
of McCarthy, King st, Frome 

Hodge, Joseph Samuel, College hill, Cannon st, Paper Merchant. Ost 
27 at 2 at offices of Spyer and Son, Winchester Husa, Old Broad st 

Hodgson, Ramforth, Kendal, Westmoreland, Brash Minufacturer. Oct 
23 at Ll at the Board Room, Market place, Kendal. Bolton, Keadal 

Holford, William, Hanley, Stafford, Innkeeper. Oct 19 at 3 at offizas 
of Stevenson, Cheapside, Hanley 

Hume, Arthur Septimus, Darlington. Darham, Flour Daaler. Ost 21 
at 11 at offices of Steavenson aud Meek, Chancery lane, Darlington 

Jarvis, William, Nine Scores Farm, Finningley, Notts, Farm3r. Oct 
23 at LI at offices of Peagam, Baxter gate, Doncaster 

Jones, David, Ferndale, Llanwonno, Giamorgan, Collier, Oct 23 at 12 
at the Post Office chambers, Pontypridd. Rosser, Aberdare 

Jones, John, jun, Westbury, Wilts, Farmer. Oct 19 at 2 at tha Lopes 
Arms Hotel, Westbury. Dunn and Payne, Frome 

Lawson, Frederick Watson, Leeds, York, Fruit Dealer. Oct 22 at3 at 
offices of Hardwick, Boar lane, Leeds 

Leggett, John, Pond terrace, Leader st, Chelssa, Builder. Oct 17 at 
11 at offices of Boydell, South square, Gray’s ian 

Love, William George, Reigate, Surrey, Decorator. Oct 23 at 2 at 
offices of Howse, Staple inn, Holborn. Morris, Staple inn 

Lumley, Mark, Fiamborough, York, Innkeaper. Oct 30 at 3 the Black 
Lion Hote!, Bridlington. Richardson, Scarborough 

Maples, Charles, Kingston-upon-Hull, B!ack Lead Manufacturer. Ost 
21 at 3.30 at offices of Pickering, Parliament st, Kingston-upon-Hult 

Marshall, Henry, Bristol, Innkeeper. Oct 23 at 12 at offices of Hancock 
and Co, Guildhall chambers, Bristol. Benson and Thomas, Bristol 

Martin, Richard Alfred, Manuden, Essex, Grossr. Oct 20 at Ll at the 
Chequers Inn, Bishop’s Stortford. Gee 

McCalla, Samuel, Oidiam, Lancashire, Builder, Oct 22 at 3 at offices 
of Buckley and Clegg, Clegg st, Oldham 

Meredith, Joseph, Garston, Lancashire, Nurseryman. Oct 27 at 3 at 
offices of Gibson and Bolland, South John st, Liverpool. Tyrer and 
Co, Liverpool 

Meredith, Robert Fitzgerald, Halstock, Dorset, Clerk. Oct 27 at 2 at 
offices of Howse, Staple inn, Holborn. Morris, Staple inn, Holborn 

Middleton, Lewis William, Chippenham rd, Harrow rd, Paddingtoa, 
Bootmaker. Oct 19 at 3 at offices of Harris and Finch, Bridge 
chambers, Borough High st, Southwark 

Nelmes, Thomas, Blaonafon, Monmouth, Batcher. Oct 27 at 3 at offices 
of Jones, Frogmore st, Abergavenny 

Nohil!, James Frank, Taunton place, St Marylebone, Surveyor. Oct 26 
at 3 at 12, Taunton place, St Marylebone 

Narn, Frederick, Clacton-on-Sea, Essex, Schoolmaster. Oct 26 at 12 
at the Guildhall, Bury St Edmund’s. Salmon and Son 

O'Meara, Henry, Hili st, Peckham, Clerk. Oct 17 at 2 at 9, Lincoln’s 
inn fields. Marshall 

Pemberton, Isaac, Liverpool,Tailor. Oct 31 atil at offices of Lowe, 
Castle st, Liverpool 

Pengilly, Albert, Ferdinand st, Haverstock hill, Grocer. Nov3 at3 at 
offices of Holloway, Ball’s Pond rd, Islington. Fenton, Albion ter- 
race 

Phillips, Edward, Artillery place, Woolwich, Bootmaker. Oct 22 at 3 
at offices of Cooper, Charing cross 

Pinhey, Philip, Dartmouth, Devon, Boot Maker. Oct 22 at 11 at 
the White Hart Hotel, Exeter. Curteis, East Stonehouse 

Sandberg, Samuel, Scarborough, York, Clerk in Holy Orders. Oct 27 
at 12 at offices of Moody and Co, St Thomas st, Szarborough. Ellis 
and Co, St Swithin’s lane 

Scott, Alexander, Alexander st, Bermondsey, Baker. Oct 27 at 2 at 
offices of Wragg, Great St'Helen’s, Bishopsgate 

Shaw, Edwin, Dewsbury, York, Bobbin Manufacturer. Oct 27 at 10.15 
at offices of-Scholes and Son, Leeds rd, Dewsbury 

Shaw, John Wilson, Daglington, Durham, Farm Bailiff. Oct 22 at llat 
Offices of Robinson, Chancery ‘ane, Darlington 

Slatter, William, Blackfriars rd, Southwark, Printer. Sept 12 at2 at 
1, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st. Araold, Finsbury pivemsnt 

Smith, Edward, Bristol, Printer. Oct 17 as 11 at offizes of Essery, 
Guiidhail, Broad st, Bristol 

Smith, Hardy, Tottenham court rd, Tailor. Oct 23 at 2 at.offices of 
Banes, Basinghall st! Mason, North buildings, Finsbury 

Stephenson, Elizabeth Mary, Sunderland, Durham, Grocer, Oct 19 at 
3 at offices of Bentham, Lambton st, Sunderland 

Swale, Robert, Saredon, Stafford, Farmer. Oct 22 at 11 at officas of 
Langman, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Swallow, Charles, Bowling, Bradford, York, Coal Dealer, Oct 17 at 10 
at offices of Burnley, Queonsgate, Bradford 

Swapp, Joseph, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Confectioner. Ost 22 at lt at 
offices of Garbutt, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Taylor, Thomas George, Pinner’s Hall court, Stock Broker, Nov 5 at 
2 at offices of Harcourt and Macarthur, Moorgate st 

Toplis, William, Sheffield, out of business. Oot 28 at 12 at offices of 
Machen, Bank st, Sheffield » 

Townend, William, Hightown, York, Currier, Oct 21 at 2 at office of 
Carry, Cleckheaton 

Turner, James, Powick, Worcester, Butcher, Oct 23 at 3 at offices of 
Pitt, High at, Worcester 

Wade, Thomas Joseph, King st, Cheapside, Law Accountant. . Oct 26 
at 12 at offices of Orchard, John st, Bedford row 

Washington, George, Manchester, Commission Agent, Nov 4 at 
2at the Mosley Arms Hotel, Market st, Manchester. Tremewea, 
Manchester 

Waterman, Alfred William, Langham st, Clerk. Oct 24 at Sat offices of 
Froggatt, Argyll st, Regent st 

eeler, Francis, and George Bdward Wheeler, Borough cow gg | 

Southwark, Seed Merchants, Oct 21 at 3 at offices of Bartlets 
Forbes, Bedford st, Covent Garden 

Wright, Edward Bingley, Carlton rd, Kilburn, Commission Agent, 
Oct 24 at 3 at offices of Froggatt, Argyll at, Regent st 
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Adcock, Richard Casswell, Halkin st West, Belgrave square, Iron- 
monger. Nov 5 at 1 at the Guildhall Tavern, Bailey and Child, 
Sloane st , Knightsbridge 

Allen, Richard Ghent, Brierley Hill, Stafford, Hatter. Ost 27 at 11.30 at 
offices of Homfrey and Hclberton, High st, Brierley Hill 

Allpress, Jonathan, Somersham, Huntingdon, Butcher. Oct 22 at 10.15 
at offices of Watts, Bullock market, St Ives 

Arundale, Joseph, Carlton, near Wakefield, York, General Dealer. 
Oct 26 at 3 at offices of Hardwick, Boar lane, Leeds 

Anscombe, Thomas, Argyle st, Eustonrd, Constable, Oct 22 at 12 at 
offices of Morris, Staple inn, Holborn 

Auty, Joseph, Dewsbury, York, Boot Maker. Oct 23 at 2at offices of 
Ridgway, Church st, Dewsbury 

Bagott, Edward, West Bromwich, Stafford, Carpenter. Oct 29 at 11 at 
officcs of Topham, High st, West Bromwich 

Barradale, James, Leicester, Tailor. Oct 27 at 12 at offices of Haxby, 
Belvoir st, Leicester 

Biggs, John Robert, Borough rd, Gas Fitter. Oct 30 at 12 at the Guild- 
hall Coffee-house, Gresham st, Hedger, Farnival’s inn 

Bramall, Robert, Manchester, Boot Dealer. Oct 28 at 3 at offices of 
Rylance, Essex st, Manchester 

Brown, George Drury, Leeds, Currier. Oct 23 at 11 at offices of 
Middleton and Sons, Park row, Leeds 

Brown, Henry, Halifax, York, Innkeeper. Oct 30 at 3 at offices of 
Rhodes, Horton st, Halifax 

Brown, John, Southwick, near Sunderland, Durham, Grocer. Oct 12 at 
12 at offices of Wright, John st, Sunderland 

Brown, William, Baker, Northumber.and, Butcher. Oct 23 at 12 a 
offices uf Smith, High st, Gateshead 

Campbell, Francis, Piceadilly, Hosier. Nov 4 at 2 at 29, Budge row’ 
Cannon st. Layton and Co 

Carr, Jesse, West Hartlepool, Durham, Grocer. Oct 23 at 11 at offices 
of Hudson and Pybus, Dovecot st, Stockton-on-Tees 

Carter, William. jun, West Wickham, Cambridge, Grocer. Oct 29 at 
+ 1 ... offices of Ellison and Burrows, Alexandra st, Petty Cury, Cam- 

ridge 

Charters, John Kendall, Elizabeth st, Hackney rd, Couch Maker. Oct 
21 at 11 at the Lord Napier Tavern, London fields, Hackney. Fenton, 
Albion terrace, Kingsland 

Clifford, Jeremiah, Eastbourne, Sussex, out of business. Oct 26 at 12 at 
the Crown Hotel, Lewes 

Clough, Robert, Salford, Lancashire, Schoolmaster. Oct 29 at 3 at 
offices of Leigh, Brown st, Manchester 

Collie, James Daniel, Camera st, King’s rd, Chelsea, Grocer. Oct 26 at 
12 at offices of Morris, Staple inn, Holborn 

Corson, Alexander, Sheffield, Tailor, Oct 22 at 3 at offices of Crang, 
Queen st, Sheffield 

Cottrill, Joen, Manchester, Carter. Oct 26 at3 at offices of Gardner 
and Horner, Clarence st, Manchester 

Davies, William, Birmingham, out of business, Oct 23 at 3 at offices 
of Fitter, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

De Ja Torre, Manuel Garcia, jun, and Miguel Solis, Lime st, Commission 
Merchants. Oct 26 at 12 at offices of Hart brothers and Co, Moor- 
gate st. Bolton and Co, Lincoln’s inn 

Dixon, Thomas, Marlborough, Wilts, Baker. Oct 26 at 10.30 at the 
Castle and Ball Hotel, Mariborough. Cave, Newbury 

Dunkerley, Samuel, Swansea, Glamorgan, Boot Manufacturer, Oct 21 
at 12 at cffices of Denning and Co, Shannon court, Bristol. Davies 
and Hartland, Swansea 

Dupleix, Mary, Stamford villas, Fulham rd, Boarding house Keeper. 
Oct 26 at 2 at offices of Stopher, Coleman st 

Eckford, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Wood Turner. Oct %3 at 12 at 
offices of Keenlyside and Forster, Grainger st West, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne 

Edwards, Samuel, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Draper. Oct 26 at 2 at 
offices of Downham, Market st, Birkenhead 

Ellis, William Phillip, Manchester, Baker. Oct 28 at 3 at offices of 
Almond, Kennedy st, Manchester 

Fitch, William, Sun st, Finsbury, Statiorer. Oct 24 at 2 at offices of 
Wetherfield, Gresham buildings 

Frubling, George Charles, and Anton Mortimore Conrath, Brabant 
court Hotel, Philpot lane, Commission Merchants. Oct 26 at 2 at 
theCannon st Hotel, Parker and Co 

George, Job, High st, Wandsworth, Baker. Oct 26 at 3 at offices of 
Webb and Pearson, Austin Friars 

Glenn, George, Attleborongh, Warwick, Draper. Oct 27 atl atthe 
Bull Hotel, Nuneaton. Bland, Nuneaton 

Godfrey, John William, Wou!dham, Kent, Lime Burner. Nov 2 at 2 at 
the Spread Eagle Inn, Ramsgate. White, Southampton st, Blooms- 


ury 

Grobecker, Thomas Barber, Cornhill, Sworn Broker. Oct 24 at 12 at 
offices of Stopher, Coleman st 

Harris, John, Ty Carwil Tymawr, Glamorgan, Haulier. Oct 22 at 12 
at offices of Morgan, Market equare, Pontypridd 

Harris, Thomas, Troedrhiwtrwyn, Glamorgan, Haulier. Oct 22 at 1 at 
offices of Morgan, Market square, Pontypridd 

Haworth, William, Wilpshire, Station Master, Oct 27 at 3 at offices 
of Polding, Tackett’s st, Blackburn 

Hawthorn, Charles Harris, Bolton, Lancashire, Tailor. Oct 27 at 3 at 
offices of Fielding, Bowker’s row, Bolton 

Hayward, William Watts, Henstridge Bowden, Somerset, Farmer. “Oct 
26 at 3 at the Antelope Hotel, Sherborne. Watts, Yeovil 

Hensha)), Henry, Gorton, near Manchester, Builder. Oct 27 at 2 at 
offices of Heath and Sons, Swan st, Manchester 

Hesp, William Perey, Warwick, Attorney-at-Law. Oct 19 at 12 at the 
Acorn Hotel, Temple st, Birmingham. Sanderson, Warwick 

Hopkins, James, Leighton Buzzard Bedford, Butcher. Oct 27 at 11 at 
offices of Pettit, High st, Leighton Buzzard. Haward, Luton 

nope, + Bedford, Builder. Oct 24 at 12 at offices of Conqu est, 

r 


o 
Hudson, Joseph, Sale, Chester, Builder. Oct 20 at 3 at offices of Ambler, 
South King st, Manchester 
Hughes, Thomas Whitmore, jun, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. General 
Merchant. Oct 26 at 11 at offices of Ingledew and Daggett, Dean 
st, Newcastle-u pon-Tyne 
Hurrell, George, Maldon, Essex, Farmer, Oct 29 at 11 at offices of 
Digby and Co, Maldon 





——— 


== 

Jones, Edward, Alfred, Stourbridge, Worcester, Cooper. Oct 24 at 1) 
at offices of Green, Waterioo st, Birmingham 

Jones, Emma, Liatrug, Carnarvon, Licensed Victualler. Ost 27 at 3 
at offices of Jones and Roberts, Church st, Carnarvon 


Kennedy, Patrick Mary, Jewin st, Cripplegate, Foreign Agent. Oct3> — 


at 2at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Elam, Walbrosk 

King, Edward Clarke, Ladbrooke Grove rd, Job Master. Oct 23 atg 
at the Guildhall Tavern. Carr and Co, Basinghal } st 

Knight, Henry Norton, Kent House, Wandsworth common, out of 
business. Oct 23 at 2 at offices of Foster, Queen st place, Cannon gt. 

Lambert, Robert, Bradford, York, Florist, Oct 24 at 10 at offices of 
Neill, Union passage, Bradford 


Lancaster, George Henry, Sutton, Surrey, Draper. Oct 28 at 12 at , 
offices of Baggs and Co, King st, Cheapside, Carr and Co, pier noes st 
Ces, 


Laughlin, William, Ipswich, Suffolk, Grocer. Nov 2 at 12 ato 
Polle rd, St Lawrence st, Ipswich 

Loe, John, Shanklin, Isle otf Wight, Butcher. Oct 24 at 3 at offices of 
Urry, High st, Ventnor 

Low, John, Fareham, Hants, Captain H.M. Army. Oct 26 at 3 at offices 
and Burbidge, St Thomas’s st, Portsmouth 

Martin, Albert, and Edwin Lund, Gracechureh st, Ship and Insurance 
Brokers. Oct 29 at llat the Guildhall Coffee house, Gresham gt. 
Ingledew and Co 

Martin, Charles Heckford, Halstead, Essex, Grocer. Oct 27 at 10,2 
at offices of Christmas, Walbrook, Cardinall, Halstead 

McDowall, James, Sheffield, York, Draper. Oct 26 at 11 at offices of 
Binney and Song, Queen st chambers, Sheffield 

Mildeiton, Soden, }Roman rd, Grocer. Oct 27 at 3 at offices of Gold- 
ring, Chancery lane 

Murray, Frederick, Albany rd, Camberwell, Accountant. Oct 23 at 12 
at offices of Barron, Queen st, Cannon st 

Murray, William, Salford, Lancashire, Dealer in Horses. Oct 26 at3 
at offices of Fox, Princess st, Manchester 

Nochin, George Henry, Nottingham, Draper. Oct 30 at 11 at offices 
of Smith, Fletcher gate, Nottingham — 

Norbury, Samuel, Great Warford, Cheshire, Innkeeper. Oct 26 at 12 
at the Trafford Arms Inn, Alderley Edge. Hand, Macclesfield 

Oldroyd, Robert John, Carlinghow, York, Stone Merchant. Oct 26 at 
2 at offices of Fryer,-Church st, Co awog 4 : ; 

Onions, William Sarratt, Stafford, Bilston, Engine Fitter, Oct 27 at ll 
at offices of Smith, Walsall rd, Wednesbury. 

Osborn, Thomas, Olney, Buckingham, Baker. Oct 29 at4 at the Bull 
Inn, Olney. Bull, Newport Pagnell 

Park, Joseph, Manchester, Provision Merchant. Oct 28 at 3 at officesof 
Addleshaw,and Warburton, King st, Manchester 

Porritt, William, Guisborough, York, Shoe Dealer. Oct 23 at 11 at’ 
Barker’s Temperance Hotel, Bridge st, West Middlesborough. Bain- 
bridge, Middlesborough 

Porter, James William, Neweastle-upon-Tyne, Corn Merchant. Oct2 
at 12 at offices of Garbutt, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Redick, Hiram, Bolton, Lancashire, Shopkeeper. Oct 28 at 3 at offices 
of Grundy, Oxford st, Bolton 

Reed, Henry Wilson, Tavistock crescent, Surgeon. Oct 21 at 3 at offices 
of Wetherfield, Gresham buildings, Westbourae park 

Riome, Henry James Gardner, Birmingham, Baker. Oct 29 at 3 at 
offices of James, Temple st,2dirmingham 

Roche, John, Marklane, Tea Merchant. Nov 6 at 2 at offices of 
Harcourt: and Macarthu", Moorgate st 

Sambrook, William, Sedgiey, Worcester, Beerhouse Keeper. Oct 2 
at 12 at offices of Travers, Church lane, Tipton 

Scholey, John Benjamin, Leeds, Rug Manufacturer. Oct’ 26 at 3 at 
offices of Fawcett and Malcolm, Park row, Leeds 

Shea, John, Cator st, Commercial rd, Peckham, Glass Manufactarer. 
Oct 22 at 2 at offices of Ager, Bernard’s inn, Holborn, Roberts, 
Thanet place 

Simpson, Valentine Bennett, Stamford st, Lower Tottenham, Gent, 
| 31 at 11 at offices of Lewis and Co, Old Jewry. award, 

uton 

Singleton, Esau, Farnworth, Lancashire, Bricksetter. Nov 6 at 3 a 
offices of Gordon, Acres field, Bolton 

Smith, Albert, Bacup, Lancashire, Attorney’s Clerk. Oct 26 at 3 at 
offices of Anderton, Garden st, Bury f 

€mith, Alfred, Rectory rd, Hornsey, no occupation. Oct 21 at 2 at 
offices of Cattlin, Guildhall yard 

Smith, Richard Lewis, Tonypandy, Glamorgan, Tailor. Oct 24 at 1 at 
offices of Simons and Plews, Church st, Merthyr Tydfil s 

Todd, Samuel, York, Boot Maker. Oct 27 at 12 at offices of Wilkiason, 
St Helen’s square, York 

Topham, Jobn, Bradfork, York, Grocer Oct 28 at 10 at offices of Berry 
and Robinson, Charles st, Bradford 

Turner, Henry, Rochdale, Lancashire, Coachman, Oct 23 at 3 at offices 
of Ashworth, Yorkshire st, Rochdalo 

Ulmer, William Frederick, St Clement’s1d, Notting Hill, Baker, Oct 
23,at 3 at officea of Webster, Ely place, Holborn 

Walters, Michael Henry, Hereford, Innkeeper. Oct27at 12 at offices 
of Corner, High town, Hereford 

Wasserzug, Michael Mansell st, Aldgete, Dealer in Mouldings. Oct 22 
at 10 at the Nag’s Head Tavern, Houndsditch, Dobson, F 
place, Mile End rd 

Welford, Joseph Hannibal, Manchester, Provision Dealer. Oct 28 at 8 
at offices of Gardner and Horner, Clarence st, Manchester 

White,Ch aries, Horbury, York, Joiner. Oot 20 at 3at offices of Bur- 
ton and Moulding, Horbary 

Weomres, Sarah, Warwick, Saddler, Oct 23 at3 at offices of Rowlands 
and Bagnall, Colmore row, Birmingham 








J, UNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant items 
of the Undertaker’s bill have long operated as an 0 prvedive tax 


upon all classes of the community. With a view of applying a remedy 
$9 this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS COMPANY, whew 
opening their extensive cemetery at Woking, held themselves 

to undertake the whole duties relating to interments at fixed 
moderate scales of charge, from which survi yors may choose acc’ 

$o their means and the requirements of the case. The Company als? 
nodertakes the conduct of Funerals to other cemeteries, and to all parts 
of the United Kingdom. A pamphlet containing fall particulars inal, 
00 obtained, or will be forwarded, upon application vo the Ohtet Office, 
Lancaster-place, Strand, W.C, 
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